me Lit eee (Hm fh nee f Coe [Fem Gf me ff ee Te | 


54. Bahrqang. -- Mai 1926. Hummer 3. 
Magazin 
fur 


Evangeliache Cheologie 
wd Kirche 


alles ener. ©8 fet Paulus oder Apollos, e3 fei Kephas 
oder die Welt, eS fei das Leben oder der Tod, e3 fei das 
Gegenwartige oder das Bufiinftige; alled ift ewer. Qhr 
aber fei Chriftt; Chriftus aber ijt Gottes.“ 


Te ee, eet | ee | Py Tere 


Heransgegeben von der 


Deutihhen Evangelifchhen Synode 


von Ziord-2lmertfa. 


Published bi-monthly and entered at the post-office at St. Louis, Mo., 
as second-class matter in December, 1898. 


Wotto: {. Kor. Be 2\—23. | 
,»datum riibme fich niemand eines Menjcjen. 8 ijt 


Acceptance for mailing at special rate of postage provided for in sec- 
tion 1103, Act of October, 1917, authorized on July 3, 1918. 


1 cae fh i He HM Se TY cH HN HH oN ff AH ema om Ht NY me Be HH i ome Hf ef meee A come AT me ee Ae HH eS ff eo Gece 


| 
| 
l 
| 
I 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
} 
| 
| 
! 
iL 


a 9) g . e 


Gottes BRerfs snlidhtett, “@. Sabiociger. Vin ree 
Infant Baptism. Prof. Vollmer Set eee anna 
A Fifteenth Century Churchman. Prof. Crusius ............... 


Ghidorielle Wenferunpen<See eee alee 
Rirdhliche Rundfhan oe UE aia Sie eer Sere Mein a aero a 


Book Review ad gee pang GRP eo wr so ae 


Magazin 


= fitr en 


Cvangelijhe Theologic und Kirde. 


~OFGE © RAGA 


Herausgegeben von der Deutfdhen CShangelifden Synode von Nord- 
Umerifa. Preis fiir den Sabrgang (6 Hefte) $2.00; Ausland $2.20. 
Editor: Reb. H. KRamphaufen, Dr. theol., 9807 Cudell Wve., Cleveland, Ohio, 
an tweldjen alle die Redaftion betreffenden Gadjen gu fenden find. Dagegen 
alles Gefhaftlicde gu adreffieren an: Chen Publifhing Houfe, 1716 Chouteau 
Ave., St. Lonis, Mo. 


Mai 1926. 


Nene Folge: 4. Band. St. Biik Mao. 
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beit: Schrift und Belenutnis. 


Von Prof. Dr. M. H. Gritbmacer. 


4 


Die Gegenivart legt mit Necht entficheidendes Gewidt auf per 
fonlides religiojes Crleben ind aftives fittlich-joziales Sandeln. 
Wud daS Chrijtentum cerieijt fich Tegtlich alS Wahrheit mir dem- 
jenigen, der eS fic) innerlich aneignet und feinen Willen entfpre- 
cend betatigt. Wher chriftlich 3u nemnen, hat man doch cin Recht 
nur Ddiejentge Religiofitat, die im einer Wneigmung und Verarbet- 
tung de8 gefdichtlicen Chrijtentums befteht, und chrijtlich ijt mir 
diejenige Sittlichfeit, welche das von CbHriftus verfiindete und be 
qritndete GotteSreic) 3um Biele nimint. Wlub alles Objeftive und 
Vergangene ins Subjeftive und Gegentwartige itberfithrt werden, 
fo mu fic) umgefehrt alles perfonttche Erleben und Handeln an 
den objeftiven Exjcheinungen der Chrijtentumsgejdhichte normieren. 
Wut diele objeftiven Normen der chrijtlichen Wahrheit, anf hr Wefen 
und ihre Gegriindung, gilt e3 fic) ftets von nenent und gerade arch 
heute wieder gu befimmen. Das joll in den folgenden Wrtifeln ge- 
fdehen, die von Schrift und Befenntnis unter dem dargelegten 
@efidtspuntt handeln wollen. 

I. 
Die Schrift. 

Ungertrennlic) von jeder wirflichen Religion ijt die Latjache 
und dement{predhend and) der Begriff der Offenbarung. Dieje be- 
jagt, da die religidje Rerfehrsgemeinjdhaft swifden Gott und Venjeh 
auf einer Gelbfterjhltepung der bisdabin ungefannten und UNgU- 
-gangliden Gottheit dem Menfdjen gegenitber beruht. Die Gigen- 
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titmlidfeit der fpegififdh chrijtlicden Offenbarung bejteht in der heil- 
jamen Selbfterjaliepung Gottes in und durd) die Erfdheinung Chrifti 
in der Gejdidte. Diefe Gefchichte tragt den Charafter eines zeit- 
raumlich begrengten individuellen und einmaligen Gejchebens. €3 hat 
feinen Mittelpunft in der Perfon Yeju Chrifti, in der Einbeit ihrer 
Worte, Werfe und Gejdehnijje. Mit der Erfheinung Chriftt im 
der Gefchichte ijt aber ihre Mnbabnung in tweiSfagenden Tatjaden 
und Gedanfen in der offenbarten Sobhenfdicht der ifraelitifden Reli- 
gion, tvie ihre BVollendung und Wirfung im geiftgegebenem BWer- 
ftandni8 der apoftolijden Gemeinde anaufloslich verfniiptt. Sn- 
folgedeffen tragt die Offenbarung den Charafter eines Organi8mus, 
der fic) um Chrijtus als feinen Mittelpuntt grupptert oder det 
einer fortfdhreitenden Entiwidlung, da8 heift einer faujal und teleo- 
fogifd) verbundenen Tatfachen- und Gedanfenreithe, die in Chrijtus 
und jeinent genuinen Yerjtandnis ibr Biel und darum auch thr 
Ende erreidht. Daraus ergibt fich die Wtoglicdfeit, ja Motwendigfeit 
innerhalb der Offenbarungsgejchicdte cine Organijation und Cnt- 
widhing angzuerfernnen und aiwifeen ihren ecinzelnen Stufen und 
Veilen je nach der naberen oder entfernteren Begiehung 3u Chri- 
jtus 3u unterjcheiden. 

Sit Damit in der Hier gebotenen Qiirge Wejen und Begriff der 
chriftlichen Offenbarung beftimmt, jo gilt eS mit diejer minmebhr 
die Schrift in Verbindung gu feken. Wie alle Gefdhicte unmittel- 
bar und rein nur durch Vermitthing eines Schriftzeugnifjes erbal- 
ten bleiben und fortwirfen fann, fo bermag auch die Offenbarung 
in dem gejchichtliden Cbhrijtus dauernd lebendig und wirffam 3u 
bleiben, nur wenn ein ibr entiprechendes Schriftzeuqnis entitebt. 
SArift und Offenbarung unterfdeiden fic) eben fo entidhieden von 
einander, wie fie anf das Ynnigfte verfnitpft find. Waren beide 
identijc), jo ware vor der Entitehung der Sdhrift itberhaupt feine 
Offenbarung vorhanden geiwejen, da8 heist, weder die prophetifcen 
Reden bor ihrer WXiufzeicnung, noc) Chrifti gefammtes Leben und 
Sterben, noch die miindlicde Verfiindigung der Apoftel hatten vor 
ibrer Vixierung Offenbarungscharafter an fich getragen — ein ganz 
unmoglicder, ja irreligisfer Gedanfe. Wnderfeits trachtet jeder Ge- 
fhichtsverlauf, der dauernd und direft wirfen twill, danach, eine 
{hriftliche Fixterung gu gewinnen. Nodnige haben bon jeher dafiir 
gejorgt, dafz ihre Taten und Gejdhice unverldfdbare Spuren in 
Stein und Pergament hinterlieken, dte Helden forgten, dah fie 
Sanger fanden. AWber wabhrend in jolchen Fallen swifden den Ge- 
{hictsereigniffen und ihrer Vefdreibung nur ein duberer oft fiinft- 
lich hergeftellter Bufammenbhang twaltet, fennen wir dod) auch folde 
PVorgange, 3u denen ihre Miederfdrift jelbft noch als integrierender 
abjhliehender Bejtandtetl gehort. Bei CideSleijtungen verfdhiedenfter 
Wrt it die Handling erjt mit ibrer jdriftlicen Wufnabme und Unter- 
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idrift rite’ vollgogen und abgefdloffen, Staatsattionen oder autcl 
papftlide Wlofutionen gewinnen erft dadurd einen Whfehluk und 
ein bollgiiltiges Gewidt, daR fie in einer bejonderen Urtunde fcbrift- 
lic) fixiert und publiziert werden. Xm Wnjhlug an diefe Lektge- 
nannten Beifpiele ift nun da$ Verhaltnis von Sdrift und Offen- 
barung 3u bejtimmen. Wer ernftlic) in der Gefdichte Sefu Chrijfti 
die befondre Veranftaltung Gottes zum Geil der gangen Menidheit 
fiebt, fiir den ijt eS etn unfinniger, faft lafterlicer Gedante, haf 
Gott ihr nidjt eine abfdlicBende Form zur regelmabigen, diretten 
und dauernden Wirfjamfeit in einer entjprecjenden Schrift hatte 
geben jfollen, da er da8 unterlafjen hatte, wofitr die Menjden ge- 
geniiber fo viel unbedeutenderen Tatbeftanden gejorgt haben. Wns 
der Erfenntnis, Gott wollte und wirkte gefdidtlide Offenbarung 
fonnen wir darum unmittelbar — und nidt nur dure den Logifden, 
fondern and) durd) den religiofen Sdluf des Providenz-Glanrbens — 
Die Gewifheit ableiten, dann wollte und wirkte ard Gott cine ab- 
jdliefende und erhaltende fdjriftlide Fixierung. 

€8 bleibt nur die Srage, ob wir die SHerrftellung der. abjchlie- 
penden Schrifturfunde alS einen gweiten, bejondern Aft Gottes 
werten follen, oder ob fie fic) al8 Schlubteil der Offenbarungs- 
betatigung Gottes auffajjen lapt. Wir enticeiden uns fiir die sweite 
Moghchfeit. Denn indem Gott jeine Offenbarung al8 dauernden 
Bejtandteil der Gefchichte einverletben wollte, gliedert fich die Be- 
reitung der gorm, durch die da8 allein modglich wurde, am bejten 
der Offenbarungstatigfeit noch felbjt ein, weil Form und Ynbalt 
hier fo eng 3ujammenbhangen, da jie auf dte gleichen Saftoren der 
gottliden Wirfjamfeit 3uriicégehen mitjjen. Wie die Offenbarung 
aber itberhaupt auf eine befondre, fic) fo niemal$ iwiederbolende 
Betatigung Gottes guriicfgufiihren ijt, die etngigartig tunderbaren 
Charafter an fich tragt, fo gilt dann anc) fiir die Sdhrift, dah fie 
auf eine eingigartige Betatigung Gottes 3u bafieren ijt. Dieje be- 
fondre BVetatigung Gottes zur Herjtellung der die Offenbarung iwie- 
dergebenden und abfclieBenden Sdjrift tragt den Mamen der Yu- 
fpiration, deren Wefen eS nunmebhr nabher 3u bejtimmen gilt. 

Durch die enge Vertniipfung von Schrift und Offenbarung ijt 
die Miglidfeit ausgefdlofjen, die Entitehung der Schrift auf eine 
fpezififd) andre Betatigung Gottes als die offenbarende 3uritcgu- 
fithren, und die tveitere Ueberlegung hat fic) nur darauf gu ricten, 
ob innerhalb der offenbarenden Betatigung Gottes fic) eine fpegiell 
—infpivierende abgrengen Lagt, dte fic) ausfdjlicblid) auf die Ser- 
ftellung der Schrift ridtet. Sn der Tat waren die Diinger Veju 
auc) fdjon bet ihrer miindlicen BVerfiindigung ,injpiriert,” aber 
der Begriff der Perjonalinjpiration ijt dafiir eime mifverftandlicde 
Bezeidnung. Mach ihm fcjeint e8 fo, als hafte die Snjpiration dau- 
ernd an den betreffenden Perfonlicdfeiten und durchwalte alle ihre 
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Betatigungen in gleicher Weije. Wir werden jedoch) eine Reihe gwar 


jtreng perfonlicher Entfehliifje und HSandlungen der Wpoftel anfjegen 


fonnen, bet- denen von einer Snfpiration feine Rede fein fann, Wr 
folgedefjen fann mur von einer perfonliden Botenz 3ur Snfpiration 
die Rede fein, die fid) genauer aus einer bejonderen gefdyichtlicjen 
Situation und aus einer Neiffe natirlider und geiftiger Befisitinde 
zirfamimenfebt. 

Sollen die neuteftamentliden Schriften einerjetts Wiedergabe 
eines befonderen Gejdhidtsverlaufs jetu, anderfeits aber Seugnifje 
deS glaubigen Verftandnifjes dtejer Gejchichte, jo mitjjen ihre Ver- 
fajjer fowohl in gefchicjtlicdher Nahe zn ienen Beqebenheiten ftehen, 
als and durd fie 3nxm Glanben gefommen jein. Sw den gejdicht- 
lichen Vorbedingungen tft zugleicd) der Hauptgrund gegeben, warum 
Snjpiration mix im Bereic) der Urehrijtenheit, niemals aber mehr 
in fpaterer Beit vorfommen fonnte. XLS aweite Vorausfebung aber 
ijt wunumgdanglich die innere religidje Be3ztehung, da nur fie den 
Sinn fitr Glauber und Vefennen 11nd damit die Wiedergabe einer 
Hetlsgelchichte niedergufchreiben ermodglicte. Cnodlich fommen noch 
bejtimmte natiirlice Vorausfegungen iwie cine iiber da8 Durch} chnitts- 
tah -hinausgehende geijtige Bildung und Begabung bingu. Die 
Vujfpiration jelbjt bejteht darin, dak Menfdhen, welde dieje Borans- 
jebungen Gbefiben, veranlaft werden cine Form si jdaffen, in weldje 
der ihnen wohlbefanute und veritandene Offenbarungsaqehalt in eine 
abjliefende uud dauernde Gejtalt anfgenommen wird, Der Fm- 
prlfus und der Awe Gottes jhaffen die Infpiration oder find die 
Vafpiration, Dicjer fdow bet der miimdlicden Darbietung der erften 
Seugen und Wirjfionare des Chrijtentiums einfekende gottlide Mn- 
trieb, fontmt bet der Whfajjung von febriftlichen Urfinden und Be- 
Zeugungen der ebvangeltjden Gefchicte mit ganz bejonderer Starke 
aur Musfihrung. SGelbjt in unfrer jcreib- und drucluftigen Beit 
gilt doch noch, da} die innere Begiehung gu irgendeiner Wngeleqen- 
Heit eine biel inntgere und Lebhaftere fein muh, wenn man fic) nicht 
nur gu ihrer miimdliden Vertretung, jondern auch gu ibrer febrift- 
lichen und gar nicht nur im einem vertraulichen Brivatbriefe, jon- 
deri in einen fiir einen groferen Mreis beftimmten Schriftftiteé ent- 
jehlieBt. © gefchieht da8 nur dann, wenn die Tendeng 3u_ einer 
umtfajjenderen und dauernden Wirfjamfeit vorhanden ijt. Das gilt 
erft recht fitr die neuteftamentlide Beit und die Manner, die als 
Verfaljer der biblijdhen Schriften in Vetracht fommen. Yn der Tat 
find fich auc) die neuteftamentlichen Manner, wie eta der Prolog 
deS Lufausevangelinms oder der SdGhlup de$ Sohanneijden Eoange- 
liums betwetjen, der auperordentliden Bedeutung gerade ihrer fdrift- 
lichen Virierung der Offenbarungsgejhicte bewubt, Die dafitr ein- 
gejebten geftetgerten menfdlicen Nrafte und Siwece bet der Formu- 
fierung und Abfajfung oder nerutejtamentliden Schriften geftatten 
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aud) einen Ritefhlup auf ein befonders grokes Map gittlicher Beti- 
tiguitg oder Snjpiration. Um diecfem Sag zujtinunen 31 fonnen, 
mug man freilid) entfchieden brechen mit einer allgemeinen alt- 
dogmatifden Borausfegung, die fid) bet der Bnjpirationslehre be- 
fonder$ jchadlid) geltend madte, namlic) mit der Wnnabme, daj; 
je aftiver Gott dejto pajfiver der Menfejh, und aumgefehrt je jtarfer 
fic) Der Menjd) betatige, um fo fehwacher Gott nur wirfe. Denr- 
gegeniiber fegt aber da8 twirflice Leben ind dice reale Religion 
Protejt cin und jprict fitr das Gegentetl. Sn der geftetgerten 
menjdlicen Wftivitat fommt arch gejteigert qottlicjes Geben ainn 
Wusdruc, das legktere jchafft das erftere. Smt Schatten bes Mern- 
jen ettwa deS Kiinftilers$ eint fich beides, jtarffte Wnjpannung 3ur 
Rongeption und Wusfithrung eines Werfes und die Gewibheit, ge- 
rade dabet abbangig, ,,infpiriert” 3u jein. Der Genius, die Gott- 
heit, wirft in dem Kiinftler gerade in feinen machtigiter Gchopfun- 
gen. Midt minder tft dem religidfen Menfcdhen geiwifs, da thr 
gerade auf den Hodbhen feines Lebens, die er fich felbjt jchuf, Gottes 
allmachtige Wirtjamfeit leitete und day er Gott gerade feine fiart- 
jten Tate gum Opfer bringen muy, indem er fic) bet diejen als 
ganz abbangig befennt. Dieje Erfahrung hat bejonders Paulus 
BH. 2, 12 ausgejprodhen. Gaottlhides und menfdlides Wirken 
jdjliefen cinander nidjt ans, jondern gehen nebeweinander her, ja 
ftehen in inftrumentalem Berhaltnis 3u einander. Satten tir Mecht 
mit der Behauptung, dah die menjchlide Tatiafeit cine bejonders 
intenfibe und umfajjende bet der Abfatfung der biblifchen Schriften 
ift, jo haben wir ein Recht, auch die gottliche Hier alS befonders 
ftart 3u denfen und giwifden der Wirfung Gottes bei der miind- 
licen wie der jehriftlichen Wiedergabe und Begeugung der Offen- 
barung mindeftens einen quantitativen Unterfecied gu machen. Met 
mit diefen Feftitellungen find wir noch nicht am Ende unfrer Crorte- 
rungen angelangt, 3umal fie Unla 3u einem nicht leicht gu nehmen- 
den Einiwand bieten. Decfen fich in dent bi8her beharpteten Umfang 
menfalidies SZieljegen und Wirfen mit gottlicem, jo liegt die Ge- 
fabr einer pantheijtijcden Betrahtungsweije nabe, fitr die alles in 
alether Weije menjehlic) und gottlic) ijt. Danit aber wird dte 
Cigentitmlidfeit der theijtijchen und chriftliden Gottesvor{telling 
nidjt gemahrt. Denn fo gewif; nach thr Gott auch allen innerivelt- 
licen Steen und Sandlungen, allen ,,fecundae caujae” als ,,prima 
cauja” immanent ijt, fo gewif} geht jein Wejen und jeine Wirfjam- 
feit nidjt darin auf, fondern dariiber Hinaus, eS gibt jpegtfifd) gott- 
lide Gedanfen und Werfe, die nicht mit menfehlichen fic) decten. 
Und fo geniigt e3 auc) nicht, Gottes injpirierendes Wirfen mit der 
menfadliden Brwecjegungen und Betatigungen bet der Herftellung 
der neutejtamentliden Schriften gujammmen fallen 3u lajjen, fondern 
e8 geht iiber jene forwohl hinfidjtlich der Bree, dic cs verfolat, rie 
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hinfichtlic) der Kraft, mit der e8 gefchieht, weit Hinaus. Cin wenn 
aud) von der prophetifden Offenbarung handelnde$ Wort im erjten 
Petrusbrief (1, 10) ift Hier wohl geeignet tweitergufiihren, jenes 
Wort, in dem eS heift, dak die Propheten felbjt nod orjdhungen 
anftellten, itber da3 was der Geijt durd) fie geredet hatte. Danad) 
werden dem Geijt Gottes iweiterreidende Gedanfen und °Wbfichten 
zugefdjrieben, als fie die Mtenjchen durd) die er redet, befigen, — 
eine Behauptung, fiir die wir uns ein gemwijjes Verftandni8 durd 
den Blick auf analoge Crjcemmungen erwerben fonnen. Wie oft 
jeheint gunacdhjt Wbficht und Betatiqung eines Wtenfden gang mit 
denen eines andern 3ujammengufallen, den er 3u feinent Vermittler 
und Werkzeug gemwonnen hat, und wie deutlic) wird danac, wie 
viel teitergehende Biwecfe der erjtere verfolgte und auch erreicdte, 
pon denen der gtweite nichts abnte, und wie defjen Rrafte weit itber 
ibr natitrliches und regelmabiges Wa hinausS dadurd .qejteigert 
wurden, dafB jener ihn ,injpirierte.” €8 bleibt bet dem Beftand, 
dak die gottliche Wtivitat fic) durch) die menjchlicje vermittelt, an 
ihre Brwecke fich anjchliekt, aber fie gqreift weit iiber fie hinans hin- 
fichtlid) Der 3n verwirflidenden Swede wie der zur Verwendung 
gelangenden Graft. Gottes wed geht bei der Whfaffung der cin- 
zelnen Schriften, anf die Herftellung eines ganzen Sehriftenfom- 
pleres, welder danernd die Offenbarnng in abjdjliefender Form 
erhalten foll, wahrend die Wbficht der menjdhlicden Schriftiteller nicht 
weiter reicte al8 einen Teil der Offenbarung unter beftimmte fon- 
frete Gefichtspuntte 3u ftellen und einem bejchranften Rreijfe gugang- 
lich gu machen. Gott aber jteigert die zur Erreiding folder parti- 
fiularer Stele alfein geniigende natiirlide Rraft jo, daB ein univer- 
jaleS Nefultat herausjpringt, er bewirft e8, dah Lukas nidt nur fo 
jehreibt, um den Theophilus in femnem Chrijtenjtand gewiR gu ma- 
hen, fondern Menjehen aller Seiten und Orte. Er gibt dem PBan- 
linifen Schrifttum einen Gebalt, day fich nicht nur eine der da- 
inaligen Chriftengemeinden in thren fonfreten Moten dadurd) guredt 
finden fonnte, jondern alle chrijtlicen Gemeinden hier immer iwie- 
der Licht und Weg finden fonnten. y 

Dic Yufpiration ift mithin derjenige gottlidhe WE, vermige 
deffen Gott feine materiale Offenbarungswirkfamfeit formal jaliept, 
indem er durd) menfdhlidle Vermittling einen Sdhrijtenfompler her- 
jtellt, der dic dadurd abgeidloffene Offenbarung fiir alle Seiten 
wirfjam erhalt. 

Durd die Verbindung mit der Offenbarung, deren Urinde 
und Befenntnis die Sdhrift ijt, wie durch thre Suriicfiihrung anuj 
cine befondre injpirierende Tatigfert Gottes ijt der Bibel das Wn- 
Jehen einer objeftiven normativen Quelle der chrijtliden Wahrheit 
qewahrleijtet. — Sn den bi8herigen Ausfiihrungen find allerdings 
nicht alle Probleme der Lehre von der Schrift erledigt. €8 bleiben 
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nod) die nad) ihrem fanonifdjen Umfang, der Wrt und ®renge ihrer 
Wutoritat und ihrer tatjachliden Berwendbarfeit ubrig. Da wir 
dieje nidt in gleicher Wusfiihrlidfeit behandeln fonnen, fajjen wir 
linfre Meinung in furge, aber wie wir hoffen, dod) durdaus ver- 
ftandlide Thejen 3ujammen. 

‘1. Mit der pringipiellen Verfniipfung von Offenbarung und 
Sahrift ift nod) nicht der gangen, fonfret in unfrer Bibel vorliegen- 
den, Sdhriftenjammlung Offenbarungsanjehen gewabrieijtet, Gin 
BliE in die Gefdhicdte lehrt namlicsh, dap fowoh! hinfidtlic) des 
Lertes der eingeluen Sehrijten wie in Be3ug auf deren 8ugebhdsrig- 
fert gum Manon Unficherbeiten vorliegen. Die Nachrichten aus der 
alten Rirde bezeugen, dafs im den erjten dret Sabrbhunderten fowoh! 
Shriften al$ fanonijc) behandelt wurden, die heute nicjt mehr im 
Kanon ftehen, wie das umgefehrt gegeniwartig fanonifde feblten. 
Wud die Feftitellungen Ende des viertenr Sahrhunderts haben flei- 
nere Gchwanfungen bis zum Cnde des Mtittelalters nicht verhindert, 
denen fiir die romijdhe Kirche erjt durch da$ Tridentinum ein Ende 
berettet wurde. Dagegen hat im Unterfchied 31 der reformierten 
Rirde die lutherifde niemals in thren Befenntnis{chriften ein Ra- 
nonberzeiciniS aufgeitellt. Luther und bejonder$ Chemnig (im 
19. Sahrhiundert wieder der ftreng orthodore Philippi) haben auf 
Grund bhiftorifder und inbaltlicer Crwagungen swijden proto- 
und deutorofanonijdhen Schriften unterjchieden. (Bergl. Th. Zahn: 
Grundrig der Gejchichte de$ neutejtamentlicden Nanons.) 

Qa. Die Enticheidung itber die RKanonizitat der eingzeluen 
Sriften fann nicht unabbhangig von den Refultaten der hiftorijden 
Porfehung iiber ifre Entitehung erfolgen. Sollte dieje aus aueren 
oder inneren Gritnden pofitiv und univiederleglicd) feftftellen, dap 
cinzelne Schriften ohne urjpriingliden und ungetritbten Zufammen- 
hang mit der in der erften Gemeinde jcjliehenden Offenbarungs- 
gefchicte verfakt find, fo feblt die notwendige gefchichtliche Voraus- 
fjebung fiir die Ranonizitat, die im gegenteiligen Gall gegeben ift. 

2b. Die damit gejegte °bhangigfeit der glaubigen Gemeinde 
pon der gejcichtliden Sorjdung entfpricdt nur der Whhangigfeit 
eines Gliedes von dem andern, dem — nad Paulus — fiir ein 
beftimmtes Gebiet eine befondre — darismatijdhe —— WAusriiftung 
gegeben ijt. Site begicht fic) gudem nur auf da Lechnijde und 
Ginzelne, wahrend der Gemeinde eine Machpriifung der Gruno- 
artome der hiftorijden Sorfdhung, die alfetn auc) dem Glauben 
gefarbelic) werden fonnen, jebr wohl modglich ift. 

3. Unter den die hHiftorijehen Vorbedingungen erfiillenden 
-Sdriften fonnen aber nur diejenigen, weldhe glaubig Chrijtus und 
da8 Seil darbicten al religids-fanonifd) gelten. Ob das der Halll 
ift, wird bet der ecingelnen Schrift durd) ihren objeftiben Sujam- 
mentlang mit den -al8 grundlegend fitr die Erfaffung der drift: 
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lichen Religion erfannten Dofumenten feftgujtellen fein, fodann durd 
den Blice auf wre teligidfen Wirfungen in der Gelchicdte der drift- 
licjen Mirche. Sofern aber dic lekteren fich iiber alle Zeiten und 
Orte verteilen, (apt fic) auf dtefem Weg fein definitiver Whfdluh 
des Manons in dem bisherigen oder etroa in einem groperen oder 
geringeren UUmfang erretdhen. Ergibt fic) aber demnac) feine abjo- 
lut fichere aufere Umngrengung der fanonifcen Literatur, fo wird 
diefer Tatbeftand von Gott getwollt und fiir die Nirde wie in ihrer 
qropen Vergangenheit, jo aud) in der Gegenwart ertragbar fein, 
ohne day die rechtverftandene Wutoritat der Gehrift und die aus 
ibr 3uentnehmende chriftlidge Wahrheit dabhinfiele. (Gergl. Griig- 
inader: Die Haltbarfeit de8 Nanonbegriffes. Lcipzig 1908.) 

4. Eine ftreng dogmatifde Lehre von der Wutoritat der 
Schrift wurde erjt am WisSgang des Mtittelalters qejchaffen, indem 
im Rampf mit dem Papfttum die Formel von der irrtumslofen, 
durch) die Srjpiration der Verfajjer als Calami vermtittelten ,,ferip- 
tura jola” ent}tand, die den Charafter einer formal-gejeglicen Wuto- 
ritat erbielt. Wohl durch Vermitthing Nalvins ging dieje Wnjchau- 
ung in die alte Dogmatif auch des Luthertums iiber, wurde von 
ihr detailliert dDurchgearbeitet und mit dem _,,teftimontum fpiritus 
fancti” begritndet. Cine andre und neue Stelling nahm dagegen 
Luther ein. Diefe befteht micht in erfter Qinie in der Broflamation 
deS_,feriptura jola” und in deren fritijchen Verwendung gegeniiber 
der Nirde, fondern in der Vetonung ihres zentralen Gebaltes: Das 
Heil in Chrijtus. Diejes fchafft fich durch die von ibm ausgehendern 
Wirfungen Glauben, der fein Sutrauen auch auf die noch nicht 
erfabrenen oder iiberhaupt nicht erfabrbaren Bejtandteile der Sebrijft 
als autoritatip ausdehnt. So wird die Schrift gu eter perjonlicd 
vermittelten, aber itber den eigenen Erfahriungsfreis doch weit bin- 
ausgebenden inbaltlicven, religias-hriftlicen Witoritat. Zugleich bat 
Luther ¢3 vermocdt, den jtarfften Nachdruc auf die Beteiligung 
Wottes-an der Herjtcllung der Schrift 3u Leqen und demnoch an der 
Selbjtandigfeit der menjehlichen Verfajjer fejtzubalten. Die Brage 
nach) der Srrtiumslofigfeit der Schrift in YMebendingen hat er als - 
eine fiir die Glaubigen gleichgitltige 3uritcgeftellt, wenn. er arch 
anjfdeinende Yertiimer nad) Moglichfeit aufzuflaren judte. (Veral. 
W. Walther: Das Erbe der Reformation, Seft 1, Der Glaube an 
das Wort Gottes.) ‘ 

5. Demnad) wird vollfommene religidfe AWutoritat dem von 
Chriftus und dent Heil hHandeluden Yuhalt der fanonifden Sehrift 
gugnipredjen fein, die fic) jelbft durd) die Crzenqung entipredjender 
Wirfungen in der Kirdje wie im cingelnen Chrifter Glanbe and 
Gewifheit fdafft. Die Wnerfennung von Srrtitmern in den nidt 
Chrijtus und das Heil betreffenden Beftandteilen der Gejrift ver- 
mag der tirflid) timerltch religiss fundamentierte Glawbe gu ertra- 
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gen, fo gervijs ifm immer iwieder anderweitige Erflarungen diejer 
Srrtiimer —— doc) ohne wabhrbeitswidrige Xpologettf — nabhe legen 
werden. 

6. Durd) die fic) in der Schrift findenden dunflen Stellen, 
jomie durcd) ihre verfdhiedene Muslequng, jcheint ibre Berrwendbar- 
Feit al§ Quelle der chriftliden Wahrheit fraglic) 3u werden. Wber 
in ihrem Sentrum: Cbhriftus und da38 Geil ijt die Schrift binrei- 
end deutlich (,PBerjpicuitas”) und aus dem hieraus fic) ergeben- 
den Gedantentrets (Regula fidei”) fallt auch geniigendes Licht auf 
die duntleren Stellen (,acultas je ipjam interpretandi”).. Die 
Mannigfaltigqfeit der Xuslegung hatte in fritherer Beit vor allem 
ibren Grund in der Annahme eines mehrjadhen Schriftfinnes. Wber 
aud) feit der Wileingitltigfeit deS Buchjtabenjinnes bleiben Febler 
nicdt ausgefchlojjen, da die Wuslegung an bejtimmte Bedingungen 
gefniipft iit. Cinmal fekt namlich ‘die Eregeje eine technijche Fer- 
tigfeit in der Bebherridung der Sprachen und der Logijch-berme- 
neutifden Regeln voraus, rte fie nur der wijfenjdhaftlic&h Gebildcte 
befigen fann. Cin wirflich inneres Cindringen in die Schrift, ge- 
rade nad Seiten hres Offenbarungsaqchaltes verlangt —— wie aut 
andern Gebieten — eine Rongenialitat mit ifrer Cigenart, das 
heipt. cin Crfitlltjein mit demjelben PBneuma, dem die Schrift ent 
ftammt, und daS jedem Chrijten zugdnalich ijt. Die Rombination 
von wiffenfdaftlidqer Tednif und Bunenma jfeafft cin Sdhriftver- 
ftandnis, das im Cingzelnen zwar niemals unfehlbar aber zur G&r- 
fenntnis des Heils vollig ansreidjend ijt (,,Sufficientia’), 

7. Wus den bisherigen Crorterungen ergibt fic) abjdhltesend, 

_ dah} die Fanonifche, injpirierte Sdhrift als gefdhidtlide und religiofe 
Offenbarungsurfunde cine antoritative und normative Onelle fiir 
die Grfenntnis der hriftliden Wahrheit vom Heil in Chriftus 3x 
fein vermag. Shre wefensgemake Verwendung erfolgt allerdings 
nidt durd beliebige atomiftijde Bitation eingelner Sdprijtitellen, 
fondern durd) die offenbarungsgeididtlice und organiide Gruppie 
rung de8 Stoffed int Gangen wie im Cingelnen. 

tae ie 
Das Befenntnis als Norm der dhriftlicen Wahrheit. 

Befenntnijje find Xusjprace des Glauben$, bejondrer Crleb- 
niffe an der Schrift. Wher der Glaube hat fich in der Kirche oft 
befennend ausgefprocden, an der heiligen Schrift find vielmals Cr- 
lebniffe gemacht, warum follten fic) aus ihnen gerade die im Ron 
fordienbud) gejammel)ten Befenntnisfchriften Herausheben und durd) 
Beilequug der Mtormativitat ausgegzeidnet werden? Da fie dic 
Redhtsqrundlagen von duferen firdltchen Organijationen geworden 
find, fann naturgemaf ihnen feinen Wert beilegen, da nen recht: 
mafig jene Bedeutung nur beigelegt twerden fonnte und fann, tern 
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ibnen eine befondre religisfe Dignitat 3ufommt. Wud) der Refurs 
auf die Ronformitat de3 Befenntniffes mit der Gdhrift hilft allein 
nod) nicht weiter, da e8 in der Rirde noch viele andre Schriften 
gibt, die nidt weniger gefattigt mit Gchriftgebalt find, als die Be- 
fenntnisfdriften. Oder wer wollte leugnen, daf, LutherS Buch von 
der Sreihett. eines Chrijtenmenjdjen nicht ebenjo jdrifigemak fet 
wie fein Groper Ratechismus oder Mtelanchthons Loci, nicht in glet- 
cher Weife die Mefjung am gottlicen Wert vertritgen wie feine Wpo- 
logie der ,Confeffio Wuguftana”? C8 gibt fomit feinen auferen 
{trengen, jeden 3ivingenden Gerveis fitr die fpegififde Wertung der 
Vefenntnisfhriften, aber e8 gibt dafitr eine innere, fiir jeden reli- 
gidfen Menfden durdhfchlagende 
folche hat auf diefem Gebict ein Recht — die in der Anwendung 
de8 Brovidenzglaubens auf die Bekenntnisbildung bejteht. Die ‘be- 
fondre Wertung der Befeuntnis|dhriften ift ein notwendiger Musfluat 
lebendigen Providenzgqlanubens., 

Dak der Brovidenzglauben und pas , Befiehl du deine Wege*- 
Chriftentum ein wertvoller und integrierender Bejtandtei! tabren 
CGhriftentums ijt, hat die Rit}ehliche Theologie mit Recht, wenn auch 
einjeitig bervorgehoben. Yon der Broviden; Gottes denft der Chrijt 
fein ganzeS Leben umfabt, fonderlich aber deffen Hobhen 1nd Rnoten- 
punfte. Die Beobachtung der religidjen Empirie zeigt, wie der BVor- 
jebungsglaube an den Wendepunften des Lebens, mdgen jie nun in 
die Hohe oder in die Tiefe fibren, befonders fraftig, ja vielfach itber- 
Haupt nur an ibnen in die Erfdheinung tritt. Der Providenzglaube 
fiir da8 Eingelleben zieht aber, wenn anders er mehr ijt als reli- 
gios verbramter Egoismus, den Glauben an die Leitung de8 Gan- 
gen nach ficy, der natitrlichen wie der geijtiqen YWelt Waltet Got- 
te3 Hand itber meinem Weg, twie vielmebhr iiber der Gefamtbheit 
und wie vielmebr itber Der Gemeinfcaft, weldhe das tn der Erld- 
jung. gefebte neue Leben fortpflangt, — das find feine Sdliiffe 
fiihl denfender Dogmatif, fondern der unmittelbaren Logit des — 
Glaubens. Wer nicht eine ,,providentia fpesialiffima” fiir die Ge- 
fhidjte der Nirde glaubt, zeigt damit ein Manfo in jeiner Reli- 
giojitat, da8 ihn des Rechts der Sachverftandigkeit in religidjen 
wragen beraubt. Und innerhalb der Gejdichte der Rirche werden 
Genau twie in der des eingelnen Lebens ibre Rnotenpuntte als be- 
jonders von Gottes Vorjehuung umfaRt gedacht. Sir die cbange- 
lijdhe Rirde gibt e8 aber feine Beit, die an Widtigkeit den agen 
ibrer Gritndung gletc&fommt; twill man ihr und dem, twa8 fie fcjuf, 
nicht Gottes bejondre providengielle Wirffamfeit zuciqnen, dann wird 
man tiberhaupt fein befonders Band Gottes mit der Kirche de3 Coan: 
geliiums ju Eniipfen bermogen. Sn den Befenntnifjen jpridt die 
Rirdhe ihren Glauben aus. Sie dritdt in ihnen ihr befonders Er- 
lebni8 und Verftandnis der Sdhrift aus, pofitiv und negativ durh 
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den Abmeis des Gegenjages, und darauf bafiert fie ihre Gonder- 
exijten3. Gie bierbei nicht Normatives ausfpreden lajjen, biefse 
nidt nur den Glauben an die ,,providentia” und ,qubernatio” Got- 
teS und Chrijtt radifal verleugnen, jondern aud) jede Maglichfeit 
abjdnetden, unjerfeits dasjenige nad3uerleben, was die GCigenart 
der Reformation und ibr befonderes Gut war. Haben wir in den 
Befenntnijfen feine authentijde Qnterpretation de8 ebangelifden 
Glaubens, jo ijt fiir uns diefer Glaube iiberhaupt nidt vorhanden, 
da alle fpdtere Yerfiindigung und alles geijftlicje Leben in der 
Rirde der Reformation an die Befenntnijje angefnitpft hat und 
durd) fie formiert ijt. Die Befenntniffe find uns am unfers Pro- 
videnzqlaubens willen normative Crplifationen des cvangelifden 
Glaubens und des evangelifden Schriftver(tandniffes famt der Feft- 
~ ftellung des Gegenfabtes, den evangelijder Glaube einguhalten hat. 

Sit diefer Wertung fann uns weder die VBeobadtung irre ma- 
den, daR eS bei der Entftehung der Vefenntniffe durchaus menfehltc 
gugegangen ijt, nod) dag die BVefenntnijfe geitgejchichtlich bedingt 
find, verganglice Elemente enthalten. Yur menjehlicher Cigenfinn, 
der Gott Vorjchriften gu machen jich erdreiftet, fann verlangen, dak 
normatives firchlices Wort in goldenen Sehalen vom Himmel! falle, 
BSeugung unter Gott vermag dagegen auch in den menjcdjlichen oft 
,allgumenjdlicen” ,,fecundae caufae,” wie int Streit der Theolo- 
gen und der Diplomatie der Viirften, dennoch die ,,prima cauja,“ 
Gottes normatives Schatfen, feben. Und ebenfowenig verliert eine 
Norm ihre Giltigfeit in dem Wugenblicf, wo fich zeigt, dah fie in 
einzelnen Sunften nuc fiir die Seit ifrer Entitehung normative 
potmulierungen in fich jehliebt. Nur da8 Hiniiberjdhielen nach den 
Verhaltnifjen auf einem vollig fremdartigen Gebiete, dem des Rechts, 
hat gegeniiber dem Befenntnis und auc) der Schrift gu der — auf 
der Kechten wie der Linfen nicht felten geitbhten — Stellungnahme 
de8 Aut Caejar aut nihil” gefiihrt, das heift entweder man vin- 
diziert Schrift und Befenntnis abjolute SrrtumSlofigfeit und damit 
Normativitat, oder man veriwirft fie vbllig und fieht eS als feine 
Wafgabe in der Religion an, ,etgene” Gedanfen 3u haben und fid 
nicht ,fremden,” da8 heifst denen von Schrift und Befenntnis unter- 
zuordnen. Wuf dem Gebiet de3 Rechts mag das richtig fein, denn 
hier gilt entrweder cin Gefeg bis in alle feine Details und in genau 
der Formulierung, die eS empfangen Hat, oder eS gilt nicht. Die 
Geltung de8 Befenntniffes wie der Schrift fteht aber nicht in WXna- 
logie und Barallele mit der Geltung eines Gefebes -oder einer 
Rehtsurfunde, fondern fie hat ihr ,,genus prorimum” an der Gel- 
tung von Wutoritaten im perfinlich-geiftigen Leben. Cin Vater und 
Lehrer ijt und bleibt Wutoritat in allen entfdetdenden Bragen des 
Reben8, aud) dann, tvenn in einem eingelnen Punft fic) feine Mei- 
nung al8 irrig ertveijt, oder fein Rat, gerade tvenn er nugbringend 
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befolgt werden joll, einer andern Gormutlierung bedarf, als er fie 
igm gab. €8 miiften fon jebr unweije und unwabhrbajtige Kinder 
jein, die fic) um deSivillen einer folchen Wutoritat entzdgen und 
fie nicht mehr anerfennen twollten. Und e3 ijt ein Seichen hochfter 
geiftiger Unreife, wenn man ein Befenntnis nicht darum mehr im 
®angen alS normative YWutoritat anerfennen will, weil man im 
Cingelnen Schranfen feiner Ytormativitat findet. NRictet fich da- 
wider der Ciniwand, dah die Grenge deS Yormativen und Ytidht- 
normativen allgemein gitltig fejtgujtellen unmoglich und damit eine 
unertraglide Unficherbeit und ein fchranfenlojer Gubjeftipismus 3u- 
gelaffen fei, jo lapt jich doch auch dawider cinige$ jagen. Bunachjt 
mug der Unterfehied einleucjten, der gwifden derjenigen Stellung 
bejteht, die jich pringiptell dem Befenntnis als Morm unterordnet, 
darum mit groptem Vertrauen allen jeinen Wusfiihrungen und mit 
dem Willen fich ihm unterguordnen entgegenfommt und nur bet 
swingender Motwendigfeit davon abweicht, und einer Stellung, welche 
das Befenntnts von vornbherein als eine der eigenen Subjeftivitat 
aleichtwertige oder wohl gar untergeordnete Grope anjieht, von der 
man beliebig annefmen und ablehnen fann. Wer genauer zufiebt, 
wird bemerfen, daRB die verfchiedenen Nefultate der Befenntnis- und 
Schrifttritif im eingelnen gum guten Teil abbangia find von der 
pringipiellen Stellung und Stimmung, mit der der Rritifer an 
beide herantritt, ob jie alS ganges fitr thn Autoritat find oder 
einfacky Bitcher und Schriften wie alle andern. Weiter aber fithrt 
die BVefenntnisfritif injofern nicht gu -reinem Subjettivismus, als 
jie ja nocd) die Pritfung an dem WMtabitab der Schrift antwenden 
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ficjen Wahrheit die Rede war. Endlich ijt da Subjett, weldes die 
Normativitat der Befenntnisformulierung im eingelnen ablehnt, 
mht als etn Teeres gu verjteben, jondern al§ cin8, das erfiillt ift 
wit geiftlicen Erfabrungen und mit gejcdhidtlidem Sinn und Er- 
fenntni$, Das legtere dient dazu, um die 3citgejchichtliche Wrt einer 
yormutlierung durc Vergleich mit der 3eitgejchictlicen Theologie 
fejtguftellen und aus der veranderten theologijehen und geijtigen 
Situation in der Gegemvart eine Neuformutierung, gerade wenn 
der religtoje Sint des Befenntnifjes alS rwirffame Macht gerwabrt 
werden joll, als notiwendig berguletten. Die geiftlice Erfabring 
bewahrt vor jeder Kritif aus ungetftliden Motiven und fidert den 
imeren Konner mit dem Vefenntnis, durch defjfen fubjtantiellen Ge- 
Halt fie ja felbjt hervorgerufen tourde, auc) dann wenn der Brveijel 
auftaucdt, ob auc) in allen Mfzidenzien da Befenntnis den eban- 
gelifden Glauben im normativer Yorm ausgejproden hat. Und ein 
Urteil, dafy dies nicht der Fall ijt, wird der eingelne Chrift wund 
Theologe erjt dann — und auc) dann nur mit gréfter Befdeiden- 
Heit -— ausgujpreden agen, wenn er fiebt, dah feine Erfahrung 
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und fein Urtetl in der glaubigen Gemeinde nidt ohne Hejonany 
tt. Wer aber meint, dafy durd) alle diejfe Kautelen — amd 08 Liehe 
fic) nocd) auf gablreicje andre aufmerffam macdjen — dod) dte Une 
- ficherbeit und die Moalichfeit eines Srrtums in der Scheidung des 
Normativen und Micdtnormativen int Vefenntnis nicht ausge)chlo}- 
fen jet, dem wird dag freilic) ununtwunden Zugugeftehen fein, aber 
mit dem Bemerfen, dak evangelijd-theologijde Arbeit pringipiert 
fein Wtittel fennen will und fann, das ihr Unfeblbarfeit garantiert. 
Endgiiltige ,unfehlbare” Entfcheide itberlagt fie der rdmifcjen Kirde 
und den weltlichen Gerichtshofen. Bon den Normen ihrer Wrbeit 
aber meis. fie, dak fie ununterbrodjen neu gu erringen jind, und 
das auch) von aller Befenntni8smapigfeit gilt, was Luther von dem 
Chrijtjein itberhaupt fagt, dah e8 ftets tm Werden, nicht im Wor- 
denjein bejtebe. 

— Zujammenfaffend ergibt fid): ,,Die Befenntniffe find in bejon- 
derm Wafe auf die providentielle Gejdhidtsleitung Gottes zuritdzn- 
fiihren, meil fie in den Entideidungszciten und an den Qnotenpunt- 
ten der firdliden Cutwidlung entftanden find. Ju den Befennt- 
niffer liegt infolgedefjen eine normative Wiusfprade des Sdjriftver- 
ftandniffes und Crilebens der dhriftliden Heilswahrheit in der Wbh- 
wer bejtimmter Verderbungen vor. Sie ift gwar nidjt irrtumslos 
und Feineswegs frei von 3citge\dhidjtlidien Frageftellungen und Sor- 
mufierungen, aber dod) vermodge thres Zujammenflanges mit der 
Schrift und ihrer FHahigfeit [ebendige Erfahrung im eingelnen Chri- 
jten 3 erzeugen, etitte normative Outelle der chriftliden Wahrheit. 


Gottes PevjSnlichkcit und Wlacacnwart. 
Ron einem Hinfundadtziqiahrigen. 
(Cd. Schweizer. ) 

-,Dte Sdee it abjolut, Berfonlichfeit it Befdranfung.” Mert 
diefem Sak hat der Philofoph Hegel den Pantheismus begriindet 
und Gottes Berjonlicfeit fiir unmoglich erflart. Unter der ,,abio- 
luten: Xdee” verjteht man das Wiles fjekende, belebende, ordnende, 
organtiierende Bringip, das aber nicht al8 perjonlic) gedac)t mwer- 
den darf, fonjt Hort es auf abjolut gu fein. Was Hegel die ,,ab- 
folute Ssdee” nannte, das war dem Yuden Spinoga die ,,gebarende 
Natur,” und er verftand darunter den Urgrund, aus melchem ohne 
UnterlaR die erfcheinende Welt auftaucht, und in welcent jte wie 
der verfinft. Die ftets fic) verandernde Welt der Crjcheimengen 
nannte Spinoza die ,geborene Natur.“ (,,Matura naturans” ud 
,ratura naturata.“) 

~ Seken wir an Stelle der abfoluten Sdee: Gott, dann ift des 
Philofophen Sak ridjtig. Denn ware Gott midt abjolut, dann 
fomnnte er nicht Gott fein. Das weifs aud) unfer RKatechismus. Wat 
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die Frage: Was heipt: Gott ift ewig? lautet die WAntwort: ,,Gott 


ift unabbangig von allem andern.” Dammit ift jeine MUbjolutheit - 


behauptet. 

Der Pantheismus leugnet die Berfdnlichfeit de$ Wbjoluten. 
Ebenfo aud) der durchaus unverniinjtige Vtaterialisnus. Der 
Sinn de8 Materialismus fapt fic) in- Rurgem darin 3zujsammen, 
dak immaterielle Geelen oder Geijter nicht exijtieren, e8 gebe durd- 
aus nur Materie, alles Eriftierende jet materiel; was man geijti- 
ge3 Leben nenne, fei aljo durdhaus nur Vetatigung des menjdliden 
Leibeslebens, inSbefondere das Gebirn; fcledhthin von der lerb- 
lichen Gefundheit und Kraft, deshalb namentlich von der Tiidhtig- 
feit Der Mabrungsjtoffe jet die Tatigfeit de8 vermeintliden Geiftes- 
feben$ verurjacdt.” Cine Rriti€ diejer Wnjchauung gehort nicht zum 
wet diefes Wufjakes. Sch bemerfe nur, dap der Pantheismus jtets 
~ 3um Materialismus fiihrt. Much der einft viel genannte David 
Straup, erjt HSegelianer, ijt gulekt Mtaterialift geworden. So bat 
aud) der Darwinismus in Leutfehland im Waterialismus geendet. 
Die Leugniung der Perfonlichfeit Gottes fithrt gum Utheismus, zur 
Neligionslojigfeit. Die Perjonlichfeit Gottes ijt cin Pojtulat der 
Neligiton. 

/ Auch die Widerfacher der Meligion vereinigen fich mit denen, 
die in thr daS alleinige Heil der Wrenfchheit erfennen, in der Ueber- 
zeugung, da jie nicht fein fann, was fie ihrem Wefen nach ijt, ohne 
Bewubtfein Gottes als das Perjonliche, als das feiner jelbjt Bewuh- 
ten und fich felbjt Gejtimmenden. Was follte der Hrommigfeit auc) 
cin Gott, der gu abjtraft und aller Realitat baar ift, um Perjon 3u 
fen?” Sul. Mtiiler. Cin Gott, der nicht fiebt, nicht hort und feine 
rethett befigt, etwas gu tun, ijt fetn Gott, 3u dem der Menjch fic 
aefchaffen und gezogen fihlt, in dem die Seele 3ur Rube fommt. 
So it aud mit dem Supreme Being” der Breimaurer fein reli- 
gidfes Verhaltnis moglich, weil e8 blo} ein Whbjtrafttum, ein Phan- 
tom ift, von dem man nichts 3u befitreten und nichts gu boffen 
hat; weshalb man von Religion in Ddiejer Loge nicht reden fann. 

Religion ift Gemeinjchaft mit Gott. Wber aud) mit dem %Wb- 
folutunt der Pantheiften, mweldjes in fic) jelbft fein ch ijt, alfo aud 
fern Du fitr anfer Gebet, gibt e& feine Gemeinfaaft. Bon Liebe , 
gu einem joldjem Ding fann die Rede nicht jein. ,,Die Liebe, die 
rad) rem Wejen in ihrent Gubjeft und in ihrem Objekt Perfon- 
lichfeit borausfegt, verliert hier allen Sinn, und an die Stelle de8 
freten, finodliden Bertrauens und der getrojten Ergebung, die 3u- 
gleid) die Soffimg auf Lofung aller Ratfel in fich fehlieBt, tritt 
die troftlofe, refignierte Beugung unter da8 Verhangni8 und unter 


nofivendige Verfniipfungen bon Urfade und Wirfungen.” SF. Mil: 


ler. Mit einem Wort: Sjt Gott nicht perfonlic, dann gibt eS feine 
Wersheit, feine Geredhtigkeit und feine Barmbersigfeit it der Welt- 
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Wctdhidkle und im perjonlicden Erleben; bon BVorfehung und ziel- 
betpubter Weltregierung und Ordnimng der menfedliden Sdhicjale 
fann die Rede nicht fein. Wiles Gefdehen ware Bufall, unberecjen- 
bare Naturnotwendigteit. Beim Determinismus ift wohl aud alles 
Gefdehen ein abjolut notwendiges; aber eS ift eine von Gott pra- 
ftabilierte Harmonie und dabei ein religidfes Verbhaltnis 3u Gott 
moglich, fo da; fromme Heiden und fromme Chriften Seu 
getvefen find. 

Vir bibelglaubige Leute ift der Berveis fitr Gottes Perj anlid)= 
feit iiberfliijfig. Der Gott der Heiligen Schrift hat fic) geoffenbart, 
bat geredet und liek mit fic) reden. We Manner der hHeiligen 
Schrift haben gebetet im Glauben, dak Gott ihre Gebete erhore, 
dah auf ibre Bitten hin gejcehe, was obne ibre Bitten nicht ge- 
jhabe. Sie batten e8 nicht mit einem blopen Bringip, oder mit 
einem Bhantom 3u tun, fondern jtanden im Verfehr mit dem {eben- 
digen Gott, der fic) ihnen 3u erleben gab. 

Nun gibt e8 immer mehr Neute, denen mit der Bibel nichts 
betviefen twerden fann; die auf dem Beugnis der glaubigen Er- 
fajrung fein Bertrauen fc&enfen und nur mit Griinden der Ver- 
nunft belehrt werden fonnen. 

Wir find nist in BWerlegenheit. Die Theijtijche PBhilojopbhie 
bat die Perfonlicdfeit Gottes vollfommen iibergeugend berwtejen. , Die 
vollfommene Cinficht eines perjonlicen Wefens als Urhebers und 
Lenfers der Welt ijt die legte Brucht der durchgebildetjten und um- 
fajjendjten Wijjenjchaft.” Das hat Schelling gefdrieben, und jedem, 
der Schelling, feine Laufbahn und PBbhilofophie fennt, diirfte dies 
eine Zeugnis geniigen. Denn er war unter den Denfern einer der 
Gropten und CEbhrenwerteften. Cin andrer Denfer, Yul. Mtiiller, 
fagt: ,Die endliche Wirflichfeit (die Welt), namentlic&h da8 Hodchfte 
in ihr: der endliche Geijt, wird fic) niemals befriedigend erflaren 
faffen, folange fie den Urfprung ae GExijten3 nicht in einem per- 
fonliden GBringip 3u finden weik.” Mur als ein Werf der Vntellt- 
geng ift die Welt gu verjtehen. Die abfolute Ydee Hegel und die 
_natura naturans” Spinozas find feine Yntelligenzen, denn e8 find 
fingterte, unperfonlide PBringipien. Der Pantheismus fan darum 
daS Dafein und Sofein der Welt nicht erflaren. ,,.Der Gott des 
Pantheisinus ift bedingt durd) die Welt. Denft man fic) die Welt 
Hinweg, fo bat man fic) Gott felbjt hinweg gedadt.” Die abjolute 
Ydee hat feine Wirklicfeit ohne die Welt. Sit nun Gott nidt ohne 
die Welt, jo fann er fie nicht gum Sein gerufen haben. Wie viel 
verniinftiger ijt der Glaube an eine Schopfung durc) einen jeiner 
felbjt beroupten, allmachtigen Geift, der in feinem Werf etwas bon 
feinem Wefen geoffenbart hat. Die Wirkung ijt die Cxplifation der 
Urfadhe. Man hat die Berweife fiir das Gein des feiner felbjt be- 
touften und freien, alfo de3 perjinlidjen Gottes, fiir betnahe twert- 
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108 alten wollen. 8 find aber ftarfe Griinde fiir den Glauber 
und dte Apologeten legen groBen Wert darauf. Sie follen nicht 
swingend fein, doc) hat der foSmologijdhe Betveis fcéyon mandjen 
2Qwerfler 3um Glauben gewonnen. Der Wpoftel Paulus fithrt Wn 
in Romer 1 ar. Wich die Heiden wiffen von Gott, fagt er, denn 
Gott hat in feinen Werfen feine ewige Rraft und Gottheit geotfen- 
bart, alfo dafs fie feine Enticdhuldigung haben fiir ibre Verjtridung 
in unberniinftige, fchandlide Whgotteret und ibre Verjunfenhett in 
ein perfonlides GSittenverderben. Ste feten darum unter Gottes 
Zorn, der alle treffe, welche die Wahrheit in Ungerechtigfett — in 
beharrlicher Unbubfertigfett — aufhalten. , Sn jfetner cinfadjter 
Geftalt fithrt diefer Belweis vermittelft de$ Raufalitatsqejekes von 
dem Dafein endficher, nicht von fic) felbft eriftierender Dinge — 
da ein endfofer Negrefjus der Urfachen eine widertinnige Vorttel- 
lung tware — auf.da8 Dajein eines Wefens, twelches feine eigene 
und gugleich) die Urjache der Welt ijt. Denn aus einem snperfsn- 
lichen Urgrund, nac) Spinoza, fonnen nicht perjonliche Wejen her- 
vorgehen. Bor entidhetdender Bedeutung wird der foSmologijde 
Belweis fiir die Perjonlichfert Gottes durch die Cinficht, dab fid 
mit dem Begriff de8 Urgrundes, da8 heipt der ,Cauja fut,” ein 
wirflicher Gedanfe nur verbinden [apt, wenn er ganz uae und 
pofitib gefapt wird und alle Beftimmungen des Wefens Gottes 
fetnen abfoluten Willen 3 ihrem PBrin3ip haben. Das Urwefen; 
welches ,,Cauja jut” und ,Caufa” aller Dinge ijt. ,Cauja” aller 
Oronung in der Schopfung und aller Yntelligenz in den herjon- 
lichen Gefchopjen, diejes Urmwejen fann mir als fich. jelbjt beitim- 
mende Sntelligenz, 0. 6. alS abfolute Berjonlichfeit, and al& bon 
der Welt verjchicden betrachtet und erfaBt werden.” Sul. Meller. 

So Hat denn auch die Pbhilojophie in Uebereinitimmung mit 
der Bibel betwiejen, daj Gott Perfor, und 3toar. abjolute, in feiner 
Weife bon etwas anderm bejftimmte PBerjon fet. Diejfer Glaube it 
durdaus verniinftig. und Heilige Bflicht der Menfden; und. das 
Meden bon der Ytatur, alS ob fie eine ganz felbjtandige Madt fer, 
die ohne Gott wirfe und produziere, mus man fitr iunverniinftig 
erflaren. @ott hat auc die Natur in jeiner Gewalt, und e8 ge- 
{ehteht auc) da, was er will, und was er nicht will, gejchieht nicht. 
Cine gewifje Selbjtandigfeit der Natur will ich nicht beftreiten, 
denn fie it in der Negel beftimmt durch thre Gefege und immanen- 
ter Ordnungen. Wilein Gott tut doch Winder; wie till man fonjt 
die Naturfataftrophen erflaren? Gegen und Sluch ijt Gottes Werk: 
Wenn die MNaturgefese allein regierten, qabe e8 nie etwas Uner- 
wartetes und Wuberordentlides. Der Glaube an Wunder fommet 
je und je in Wtibfredit, und dann fommt die Bibel in BVeradtung. 
Denn fie beridjtet fehr viele Wunder, und ninumt man diefe Heraus, 
verliert die Bibel allen Wert. Die Winderjedjeu fommt aud vom 
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Paniheismus her. Er erfennt feine Moglichfeit eines Wunders an 
und adhtet dicje Wusfehliepung de3 Wunders fiir feinen befondern 
Fubhm. Wenn e8 aber feine Wunder gibt, wie fonnte dann das 
pflanglice und tierijee Leben entipringen? Wie vollends da8 
menjchliche Geijtesleben, das jelbjt bewubte, frete?- Sind die Men- 
{den Kinder der WFfen, oder find fie gar aus dent Sdhlamm ent- 
ftanden? David Straufs hat den veratweifelten Xusfpruch getan, 
dak ja doc) auch der Bandwurm (,,tape-worm’), der gutveilen itber 
20 Sup lang werde, obne elterliche Seugung aus cinem ifm un- 
aleichen Stoff in den Cingetweiden de8 Menfden entftehe, warum 
e§ aljo nicht moglic) jem follte, dag einjt Mtenfden aus irgend- 
einem irdijden Stoff, fo ungleich ihr Wejen diejem Stoffe war, 
fich entmicelt haben? Die Naturforfdung lapt dieje Entftehung 
de8 Bandiwurmes nidt mehr gelten. Bon der Ndglichfeit der Ur- 
zeugung (,,Generatio aequiboca”) darf nicht mehr die Rede fein. 
Darum hat auch der groke WXlerander von Sumboldt, der fonjt dem 
riftlicen Glauben jehr fern ftand, gefagt: ,Was mir an Straus 
gar nicht gefallen hat, ift der naturbijtorifde Reichtfinn, mit dem 
er in €ntitehung de8 Organifden aus dem Unorganifden feine 
Sdmierigfeit findet.” Doch gelten die fiir Bahnbrecher der Suma- 
nitat, die den Menfchen mit dent Bandwurm in Parallele bringen, 
oder ihn bom Gorilla ableiten. ,Wtundu8 bult decipt.”. Straug hat 
al8 Wantheijt gejproden. Sit die Natur die Lebte Urfache alles 
Lebens, jo muB der Wrenfch etrwa in der Werije, wie Straujy ver- 
mutet hat, entitanden fein. Cine getwiffenbajte Bhilojophie und 
eine griindliche Maturforjehung fann da8 Wimbder nicht entbehren. 
Die Winderleugnung ift nicht wifjenfehaftlich, ijt nicht verniinftig. 

Bon der Wbhjolutheit der Perfonlichfeit Gottes war oben die 
Rede, Wir fornen un$ nicht vorftellen, wie cin Wtenjch fetner jelbft 
berwuft twerden fonnte ohne fic) bon einem andern Gein gu unter- 
jdeiden. Wollte man aber diefe Bejtimmung auf Gottes Perjon- 
lidfeit antwenden, fo ware die Abjolutheit derfelben aufgehoben. 
Senn bedarf Gott einer andern Wejenbheit, um gu fein, was er fet- 
nem Wejen nach ijt, namlich perjonlich, fo ijt er nicht abfolut, fon- 
tern bedingt. Much Safobh Bshme hat von einem ,,Contrarium” 
geredet, dejfen Gott bedurjte, um fic) daran von andern gu unter- 
fheiden und jein Selbjtbewuftiein gu gewinnen. Mander Theologe 
ift diefer Meinung gewejen; eine Meinung, die gu iiblen Nonfe- 
quengen fithrt, tworauf wir aber nidjt eingeben. Sat auch einer 
den Trieb 31m Denfen und Griibeln, fo modge er bejdhetden in fetnen 
S@ranfen bleiben und fich nicht einbilden, dap; cine vollige Erfennt- 
ni8 Gottes moglid) fet. Unjer Wiffen bleibt Stitchwerf. ,,Die Wuf- 
faffung der abjoluten Selbjtindigfeit Gotted ijt nicht nen in der 
@riftlidgen Theologte. Schon Lactantius hat dafitr an der einen 
Stelle den MXusdruc: ,ipje ante omnia er fe ipjo erjt procreatus,” 
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an der andern den beffern: ,ex fe ipjo eft — ideo tali8 eft, qualent” 
effe fe boluit.” Webhnlich jagt Sieronymus: Deus. ipfe jut origo 
eft fuaeque cauja fubjtantiae.” Sul. Ntiiller. NG 
Die Yhilofophie fagt weiter: Die PBerfonlichfeit Gottes ijt 
dadureh die abjolute, dah die Freiheit das Bringtp feines Wefens, 
day er, was er wirflich ift, durch Selbjtbejtimmmung ijt. Der Ur- 
anfang alles Gein ijt Sretheit, itt Tat. ,€8 gibt in der lebten 
Snitang gar fein andres Sein alS Wollen. Wollen ii Urjache,” 
fagt Schelling. Ein ander Mal fagt er: ,Geijt ijt Wille“ Go ijt 
der Geijt — Gott al8 Geift — da8 Urfein und ,,Cauja” alles Geins. 
Das ift mehr als genug gum Eriweife der Perjdnlicfeit de3 Xbjo- 
Iuten. Sjt Gott die ,Carufja” alles Seins, to erhebt jich die widhtige 
Srage: Jn weldhem Verhaltnis fieht Gott zur Welt? Oder: Wie 
ift die Welt iw Dajein gefommen ? ; : 
Sir den PantheiSmus ift dieje Brage nicht vorhanden, denn 
Gott und Welt find ibm eins. Siir den Dualismus ebenfalls nidt, 
wetl ihm die Materie fo wenig ijt wie der Geift wnd vor ibm 
unabbangig. Mach dem Dualismus fann e8 nicht heipen: ,,WXne 
Wnifang fehut Gott Simmel und Erde,“ fondern er bemachtigte fich 
de8 fchon auf unerflarlice Wetje vorhandenen Stotfs. Bara“ 
nuigte dann bilden, formieren, mit Rraften, Gejegen und Leben 
erfiillen! beiben. Der Leste BHilofoph deS Duali8mus war Herbart. 
Die Materie war inmrer das RMreuz der Pbhilojephen. Schelling 
erzablt: Ronig Briedrid) Wilhelm TI]. habe eine Gefandtfchaft 
nad) Paris gefchictt, und Mapoleon habe jeden der Herren gefragt, 
welden Berufes er fet. Maun war einer Brofefjfor der Pbhilofophie, 
und den frug der Kaijer, was die Waterie fei, befam aber Feine 
Winitiwort. ,Hatte er dod) gejagt: Sie fet der zerrennene Geijt,“ 
jagt Schelling. Das war Seherz. Ware ich ei PBhHtlofoph mit der 
Pratenfion, alles erflaren gu fdnnen, dann entfdhiede id) mid fitr 
tie Emanation und hatte meine Griinde; fo aber bleibe tc mit 
allen Bibelalaubigen bet dem Gag: Gott hat gefchaffen und durd 
jein allmadtiges Wort den Stoff gejekt. Wher die Frage ijt: Wie 
verhalt jie) Gott sur Welt? Sie ijt von Gott gefdieden und dod 
widht pon ihn getrennt; jte bejteht in ihm ind er Lebt in thr. Sh 
will Gott nicht die Seele der Welt und diefe feinen Leth nennen. 
So jagt der Pantheift. Wie haben wir uns die Wigegenwart des 
perfonlicen Gottes ju denfen, wenn Perfonlidfeit Befcdhrankung 3 
iit? Dies ijt die Wrage, die mich gu dtejent WXuffak veranlagBt hat. BS 
Denn die Xuffaffung der Wilgegentwart Gottes ijt oft fo befdaffen, ° ed 
da} fie dem Pantheisimus fehr nabe fommt. Gott ijt allgeqen- 
wartig. Das fteht feft. C8 ijt nicht nur Lehre der Sehrift — fiehe 
PBjalm 1389 eS liegt diefe Erfenutnis jon im allgemeitnen reli- 
gidfen Bewuptfein, dafz man e8 dem adrmjten GSetden nicht erjt 
beweifen muh. Gott fiebt, hort und tweih alles; er ift bet ung, 
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wo immer wir find, dah er nidt aus der Ferne Herbeifonumen 
mug, wenn wir ibn anrifen. 

Ueber das Wort: ,Gott ijt Geijt” hat der jelige PBrofefjor 
Dr. Tobias Beet ergreifend fein gepredigt: ,Unfer Geijt ijt in 
Grengen eingeidloffen; er ift befehrantt durch) unjern eigenen Wsr- 
per und durd) die forperliche Welt . . . er ift nod) dazu befdhrantt, 
feblbar und feblerbaft in jeiner eigenen Berftandesfraft und Wil 
lenSfraft. Su jolde Grengen und Mangel ift aber Gott nicht ctn- 
gefdjlofjen, ieil jein ganges Wejen Geijt ift, und er als Geift eben 
Gott it. Rein Norperftotf fehlieBt ihu cin, feine Welt bejehrantt 
ibn, fondern als umunjfehranfter Geijt durcddringt er alles: den 
gangen Weltraunt und alle Weltzetten, was in den Geijtern vor- 
geht, und was in den Korpern vorgeht, die Tiefen der Erde amd 

die Hinmmelshohen, die gemeinjten WMenjcengedanfen und die Hscbh- 
 ften Engelgedanfen, Mes in Wem, Sedes fiir fich und Wes im 
angen itberfdaut und durchjhaut der gottlicbe Verjtand als ein 
unbefdranfter Getit, in Wilem 1nd durch Wes wirft er nach ferment 
gottliden Wrilen ohne Yehl und Wlangel, and Wes ni thm 
Ddienen obne, daz er cincs Dienftes bedarf.” Chrijtliche Reden, 
VI. Sanunhing, 28. ede. 

Wewih, der Hochgeehrte Theologe, dent fo viele, auch ich nadit 
Gott, das Heit dure) Gottes Gnade, viel verdanfcn, er hat: dic 
Lehre der Schrift und der Kirche im fesnjten Wusdruct wieder 
gegeben. Wher eine Frage bleibt mir doch iibrig. Wir rwijjen, da} 
die dee der Mbjolutheit gum Wejen Gottes gehsrt, und bialethan 
fet Schranfenlojigfeit. Wher auch abfolute Freiheit gqehort gur Voll 
fommenheit Gottes. Darum ijt die rage: Wey; denn der abjo- 
lite Geift in allem fein, in etnent wie im andern? Wie er tum amd 
fchaffen fann, was er will, fann und iwird er nicht auch jet, wo er 
will? Las mochte teh naher erflaren. W2uguftin war von fetnem 
20. bis gum 30. Sabr bet den Manidjaern. Da aber ihre frajje 
Vorjtelling von eimer RKorperlichfeit Gottes ihn abftics, jehloh er 
jich der Fatholijden Kirche an, weil fie die Geiftigfeit Gottes Tehrte. 
Gr fonnte fich aber nicht enthalten 3u denfen: , Wein Gott Geirjt 
ijt und in allem [ebt, dann mu doch in dent grofen Elefanten 
mehr vom gottliden Wefen enthalten fein al8 in dem Fleimen Sper: 
ling.” Nuguftin glaubte an Gottes Perfinlichfeit, aber jcine Vor- 
ftellung bon einer Vertetlung de3 gottliden Wejens im allen Oin- 
gen twar nichts anders al3 pantheifttid. 

Gott ijt gegentwartig, wo er will und e3 ndtiq ijt. Wird er 
denn in den Gismwiifter der Polargegenden und in den Wajjertviiften 
der Ogzeane ebenjo gegentwartig fein twie unter den Wlenjehen, oder 
gar in den Simmeln? Sein Geijt durchdrinat alle Dinge, und fe 
hat er alle Dinge in jeiner Gerwalt. Mus der Hitlle feines Lebens 
flof, und flieht alles Leben und goge er feinen Geift suriteé, dann 
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janfe alles in den Zod wie der menfehlice Leib, wenn die Seele 
entietdht. Mber der Geijt und da8 Leben in der Ytatur ijt micht 
(ott felbft, e8 find Rrajte, die bon ibm ausgehen. So, wenn 
Chriftus in uns Iebt, ift e8 fein Geijt, dem er uns gegeben hat, 
wodurd wir in perjonlicher Gemeinjcdhaft mit ihm jtehen. Der Geift 
aber geht von ihm anus, was fehr wunbderbar ijt; aber er ift nicht 
Chriftus felbjt. Der Begriff der Perjonlichfeit erlaubt feine pan- 
theifti{dhe Vorftelung pon Gott, wie da8 nad) der febr bedenflicen 
Wbiquitatslehre mit der Perjfon Chrijti, unfers Herrn, gejdciebt. 
Yéach diefer Lehre ift Chrijtus — man erlaube mir 3u jagen — 
in ein alles durchdringendes Slutdum veriwandelt worden und bat 
aufgehort Berfon gu fein, darum auch nicht im Ernjt bon jeiner 
Simmelfahrt und feinem Gigen zur Rechten Gottes geredet werden 
founte. Heftig wurden die reformierten Theologen angéfodten, weil 
Dieje Die Berfonlichfeit Chrijti gewabhrt wijjen wollten und lebrten: 
,Sorpus Chrifti cireumferiptum ejt.“ Der Crfinder der Lehre 
war Bren3, der Reformator Wiirttembergs; aber Luther hat fie 
gebilligt und gejpottet: ber die Mede vom Siken zur Rechten Got- 
teS. ,,Die Rechte Gottes ijt iberall” hat er gejagt. WUeberall — aut 
Erden, auf der Sonne, dem Yiond und den Sternen: pantheiftijche 
Vorjtellung. Der Pantheisnius Hat die mittelalterlice Theologie, 
bejonders die Wiyitif jtarf beeinflupt. Cr ift auch in der proteftan- 
tijchen Theologie gu jpitren. Schelling hat gejagt der Bantheismus 
babe von jeber cine grofe Vtacht itber die Geifter gehabt. Das Be- 
iwuptjetn mit der Gottheit einS gu fein entfpricht Dem frommen 
Bedtirinis des Mlenjchen, der 3u Gott fich gefchatten fitblt. 

Perfoulihfeit it Befchranfung. Go wahr Gott Perfor ijt, gibt 
e3 em Sentrim feiner Macht, feiner Weisheit, jeiner Liebe, jeines 
Wejens, cin gottlicdes Heiligtum, worin er felber wobhnt, in einem 
Licht, da niemand 3ufommen fann, der nicht gu den vollfommen 
qeheiligten Berjonen gebsrt, Denn nur der Sohn und die Engel 
haben Sutritt gum Ghrone der gottlichen Mtajejtat und fehen fein 
Angelicht. WMrueh den bollendeten Geredhten, den SergenSreinen, ift 
dicje Hochite Seligfeit verheien. : 

/Sott Hat feine Gejtalt: er ijt ein Geijt.” Das fteht in einem 
Sdhulbucdh. ES it die allgemeine Xnficht -— auch der meijten PHilo- 
jophen. Wenn aber dem Geijt Realitat, Wejenheit-Leiblichteit, ab- 
gefprochen wird, dann wird er gur blofen dee, gu einem Michts. 
Kein wirklides Sein ohne Leiblichfeit. Es gibt auc) eine himm- 
lijche Leiblichfeit. Geift ift reales Sein. Die Engel find Geifter, 
aber feine twefenlojen SYdeen, jondern Subjtangen. Darum finnen 
fie erfcheinen und Wirfungen vollbringen. BloRe Sdeen find feine 
Veberwefen und haben feine Nraft. Wie in der materiellen Sechsp- 
fung ohne Stoff feine raft, fo auch in der itbermateriellen Welt, 
in der Welt der Geifter, haftet die Mraft an der Subjtang. Geift 
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iff Rrajt und Leben. Leben ift nicht nur Sunftion, 08 ift reales 
Seiit, e8 ijt Geijt in verfdhiedener Weife. | 

Sind die Geijter Leiblic) gu denen, jo bediirfen fie de3 Rau- 
mes. Gott ijt Geijt und Perjon und darum nidt in die ganze 
Sdopfung zgerflofjen. Die Spiritualijten proteftieren energifd ge- 
gen die Wnnahme einer Raumlidfeit Gottes. Die Schrift fekt dem 
alles getjtige Wefen in Dunjt auflojenden Spiritualismus einen 
joliden Realismus entgegen. Der Herr preijt felig, die reines 
Serzens find: ,Sie werden Gott fdauen.” Sn feinen Werfen und 
Chenbildern” erflart der Spiritift. Mit nidten! Der Serr Fejus 
hat diele Seligfeit den vollfommen Geredjten vorbehalten. Xn jeinen 
Werfen fonnen auch andre Gottes Macht, Weisbheit und Gitte fdhauen 
und in der Weltgejchichte jeine Gerechtigfeit erfernen. Der Heiland 
will die Rleinen nicht verachtet haben. ,,Denn ihre Engel feber 
allezeit dDaS WAngejicht meines Vaters im Himmel,” fagt er. Gott, 
der abjolute Gerjt, muk aljo doc) — man erlaube — eine Geftalt 
haben, jonjt fonnte bom Wnjchauen dic Rede nicht fein, dafiir bictet 
die Gefchichte Mois einen guten Betvets. Moje hatte Gnade vor 
®ott gefunden und iwitnjdte jeine GSerrlichfeit 3u jehen. Cr befam 
zur WUntiwort: ,Meine Angeficht fannjt du nicht fehen, denn fein 
Menjeh fann am Leben bleiben, der mich jiehet.” Sejajas jah die 
SHerrlidfeit Sehovahs mir in der Vijion und twar doch fo entiegt, 
dafB er ausrief: ,Weh uns, ich vergehe!” VYehovahs Wngeficht fonnte 
Mofe nicht jehen, aber Sehovah wollte voritbergehen und Woje 
durfte nachjehen und jah ei fo intenjibes Licht, da er felbjt davon 
fiir eine Weile verflart war. 

Wyo Gott wohnt im Zentrum des Univerjums, in jetnem 
Seiligtum. Ytun fommt wieder der Spiritualift und jagt: ,,Him- 
mel und Holle find Zujtande und feine Lofalitaten.” Sie find eins, 
wie dDaS andre. Wohin ijt denn VefusS gegangen als er auf dem 
Delberg von jeinen Gitngern WUWbjchied nahm — zufehends, Leibhaf- 
tig? ,G€r fubr auf gen Simmel, wo er jikt 3ur rechten Sand Got- 
teS,” droben im Meic) der Herrlichfeit. Cr Hat geredet von feinem 
Rommen vom Vater in die Welt und von feiner Wiederfehr gum 
Vater: und nach Vollendung jeines WerfeS bat er um Wiederarf- 
nabme in die Herrlicfeit, dte er beim Vater hatte vor Grimd- 
fequng der Welt. Wuch Hat er von vielen Wobhnungen in des 
BVaterS Haus gejprocen, wo er die Seinen bei fich haben iwolle. 
&8 ware unberniinftig, wenn wir diefe eden fiir blots bildliche 
Darjtellungen halten wollten. 

Wenn nun Gott nicht da8 fchranfenloje WXbfolutum, fonderit 
Perjon ift, iiber alle Welt erhaben und von ihr gefdieden, rte Hat 
man fetne UWgegenwart 3u denfen? Dies ijt die Mrage, die mich 
gu dtefem Wuffak bewogen. Doch will meine Meinung furz und 
biindig fagen und auch begriinden: Gottes Wlgegenwart ijt ver- 
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mittelt durch) die Engel, die in ungzablbarer Menge und in verfehie- 


denen Rangftufen vorhanden find, Yn befonders twichtigen Vtomen- 
ten Hat fic Gott herabgelaffen und gejprocjen; fo bom Sinai herab 
und mit WMofe; aber nie ift Gott felber erfchienen, fondern Engel 
haben feine Ofenbarungen beforgt. Much der geheimnisvolle ,,€ngel 
de8 Herrn,” war nicht Sehovah jelbjt, jondern fein Sauptitellver- 
treter, der in feinem Ytamen geredet 11d gehandelt hat. 

Die Engel gehdren gur gottlicen Herrlichfeit und wmgeben in 
feliger Unbetung den Thron Gottes, doch find fie nicht blok aunt 
Staat 1nd aur Wnbetung, fondern vor allem zum Dienjt gejdchaffen. 
,Ste wirfen mit unfichtbarer Rraft im Reich der Natur den Wren- 
fehen gu Musk wnd Strafe. Unter ihrem Dienft wurde das Gejek 
de8 alten Giundes gejtellt, und jolange der Gott der Wimbder fich 
offenbarte in frael, erjchienen die Engel.” ZT. Bec. Sie waren 
wohl auc) bet den Wundern de3 Herrn Nefu wirffam. Wir fonn- 
ten denfen, Sefus habe jeine Seiden verricjtet in Rraft de8 eigen 
Geiftes, der in thm war. Wilein er hat wiederholt erflart, dak der 
Water die Werke durch ihn tue. Durch die Engel hat Gott ibm feine 
— Wacht gur Vertitgung geftellt. Bei feinem Nommen find die Engel 
feine grofe Macht und Serrlidfeit. Die Engel wird er fjenden mit 
hellen Gojaunen zur Gammilung feiner WuSerwablten. C3 ware 
noc) manches Beijpiel angufithbren von der Wirffamfeit der Engel. 
Das aber geniigt 3ur Erfenntni8, dah die ganze Brovideng Gottes 
durd) die Engel bor fich gehe, und die Gegeniwart Gottes und die 
Weltregierung durch die Engel vermittelt werde. C8 braucht Feine 
pantheiftijden Vorfiellungen auf Noften der Perjonlicshfeit Gottes 
um feine Wi{qegentwart begreiflich 3 machen. Sit dann auch Per- 
jonlichfeit in gewijjen Sinn Befchranking, jo ijt Gott absolut, bon 
nichts bedingt und abbangig, aber alles bedingend. Bon ihm und 
3u.thm find alle Dinge. DBhm fet Ehre in Gwigfeit!” MWe Dinge 
hat er gefchatfen ind durch jeinen Willen haben fie ihr Welen 
und Sein.“ 

Subemerten ift nod, dah die Engel nur in befdhranttem Mae 
jelbftandig reden und Handeln. Doch fann das gefchehen ohne ihre 
Befugnuiffe gu itbertreten, denn fie haben durchaus gottlicden Ginn 
und fermen den Willen Gottes. So hat der Engel Gabriel dem 
Sacdarias das befannte Zeiden geben fornnen, ohne befondern Be- 
fehl Gottes. Mie aber find fie Gegenftand der Anbetung oder Ver- 
mittler, Denn einer nur ift Priefter und Verjohner: Nefus Chri- 
ftus. Su meiner Sreunde fand ic) Vejtatigungen meiner Mnfieht 
bon der Bedeutung der Engeltatiafeit. 

1. Der felige Chrijtoph Blumbardt fdricb: Serr Sebaoth 
ift jen Name, das heikt Herr der Heerjdaren, mit welchen er fetne 
Gaden ansfiihrt, denn viele Engel jtehen ihnt 3u Gebot .. . Durd 


fie it der perfontiche Gott iiberall gegentwartig .. . Gott ift dur 
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fte gleicfam in das Unendlide vervielfadt und dod) ftets der eine 
Gott. Wuf diefe Weife ijt uns die Gréke und Starke Gottes fap- 
Ticher gemacht.“ Sausreden I, 329. 

2. Ler jelige W. V. Ge fehretbt im Vlie auf Daniel 11, 
36: ,,Go fremdartig e$ unfrer heutigen Denferei oft ift, in der 
€Engeltvelt einen Hintergrund der menjdlichen Gejchidte gu jeben, 
jo twenig folgt daraus fiir die Denfweife de3 MpoftelS (Paulus). 
wit die Erteilung de3 Gefeges durd) Engel vermittelt worden, Gal. 
3, 10, erforfden die Serrfdjaften in der Fiihrung der Gemeinde 
Gottes Weisheit, Eph. 3, 10, muk Chriftus noch nach feiner PBarufie 
Serrjdaften und Getwalten abtun, damit er das Ronigtum Gott 
und dem Vater iibergeben Fonne, 1. Cor. 15, 24, find diefe Geiftes- 
toejen geradegu Weltherrjder 3u nennen... Wollen wir Kinder 
der heutigen Beit ehrlic) fein, fo mitijen wir 3ugeben, dak uns beim 
Whjehen von aukermenjdlichen Roeffizienten der menjfdbheitlichen 
Gefdhidte im Verftehen der Gejchichte eine Litce bleibt.” Chrifti 
Berfon, IT. Miuflage, Seite 68. 

SCalubwort, Es bleibt freilic) vieleS unbegreiflic. Doch wird 
einjt da8 GStiicwerft aufforen und die Erfenntnis vollfommen wer- 
den, damit auch die Geligfeit. Das Syftem der Wahrheit hat Liicéen; 
aber Widerjpruch duldet e$ nicht. Die grohe Hauptfache ift, dat Gott 
uns gndadig ijt und Sefus al8 unfer Hetland uns fich immer volltger 
au erleben gibt. Dazu gebort nicht viel Wiffen, aber innerer Crnfjt 
und ein Glaube, der bon Sergen fommt. 


INFANT BAPTISM 


Puitip Votumer, Pu.D., D.D. 

Since the baptism of infants is one of the constantly recurring 
official functions of every evangelical pastor, it certainly seems 
wise to keep the mind clear on this controverted subject by an 
occasional restudy of the biblical basis and the theological theory 
on which this almost universal practice rests, so as to avoid the 
imminent danger of administering this sacrament merely in con- 
formity to ancient custom, in a dull, unintelligent spirit. Such 
an occasional restudy will also assist the minister in making his 
teaching on this subject in confirmation instruction and in the 
pulpit clearer, his appeals to parents and children stronger and 
his defence of infant baptism more convincing. 

We propose in this essay to treat, first, of the doctrine of 
Christian baptism in general—its historical roots, its subjects, its 
mode and significance; and, secondly, of infant baptism in partic- 
ular—its biblical basis, its blessings and its implications. Our 
aim in this discussion is practical, not controversial. We desire 
to assist especially our younger brethren to teach this sacred sub- 


184 : Infant Baptism 


ject with biblical intelligence and to administer the pu 
with becoming reverence and conscientious convictions. 
: I 
Christian Baptism in General 
THE HisroricaL Roots oF CHRISTIAN BAPTISM 
The general idea of baptism was perfectly familiar to the 
Jews of Christ’s time. Though not demonstrably certain, it is 
highly probable that already before and during Christ’s time the 
“proselytes of righteousness” were admitted to the full privileges 
of Judaism by baptism, the more so as it is certain that it was 
practiced after the death of Christ. The Jews reckoned all man- 
kind, beside themselves, to be in an unclean state and required 
of the converts from the Gentiles not only circumcision but also 
a washing to denote their purification from uncleanness. ‘The 
familiar way in which the subject of baptism is handled in the 
earlier chapters of St. Matthew and St. Luke also seems to prove 
its prevalence. When John baptized the multitude, no one seems 
to have regarded baptism as a new and unintelligible ceremony. 
The priests did not ask him, What is baptism? but only, Why 
baptizest thou, if thou be not that Christ?” (John 1, 25) John’s 
baptism which even Christ deigned to receive at his forerunner’s 
hands, prepared the way to the Christian Sacrament. It per- 
fectly agrees with analogy that Christian baptism should: be 
founded on, and developed out of, a rite already well known. - The 
disciples of our Lord also baptized before the death of Christ, but 
theirs was not Christian baptism, but rather like John’s merely a 
baptism of repentance (John 4: 2). Christian baptism in the name 
of the Holy Trinity was not instituted by the Saviour till just be- 
fore his ascension (Matth. 28, 19) and became instantly the: only 
authorized form. (Acts 19: 3-5) 
CONDITIONS AND SUBJECTS OF BaPTIsM : 
All churches of Christendom require as a condition for bap- 
tism three things: (1) a competent knowledge of at least the most 
fundamental doctrines of the Gospel, (2) a credible profession of 
faith in Christ and (3) a promise of allegiance to Him. These 
requirements are contained in the command of Christ to maké ‘dis+ 
ciples of all nations, baptizing them. On Pentecost the people 
asked the apostles, “What shall we do?”, to which Peter.an: 
swered, “Repent ye and be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ.” 
(Acts 2: 38). According to some ancient manuscripts of the New 
Testament, Philip, the evangelist and deacon, answered the request 
of the eunnuch for baptism: “If thou believest with all thy heart, 
thou mayest.” (Footnote in the American Standard Bible to 
Acts 8: 37. In the Authorized Version this passage is found in 
the text itself.) The jailor at Philippi asked, “What must I. do 
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to be saved,” to which Paul answered, “Believe in the Lord Jesus 
Christ, and thou shalt be saved.” (Acts 16: 31). These and many 
other similar passages bear out the statement of Question 95 of 
the Westminster Shorter Catechism: “Baptism is not to be ad- 
ministered to any that are out of the visible church, till they pro- 
fess.their faith in Christ and obedience to Him.” 

As these conditions for Christian baptism—repentant faith 
in Christ—presuppose some degree of maturity of mind and will, 
baptism in the apostolic churches was prevailingly, if not exclus- 
ively, adult baptism, as we still find it today in our mission field 
before Christian families are established. The general prevalence 
of infant baptism in our own churches must not make us blind 
to the evident fact that infant baptism, is therefore, in the words 
of Dr. Ebrard, a modified baptism. With this view most Protes- 
tant theologians agree. To quote only one, Prof. W. Becker, presi- 
dent of Eden Seminary, in his “Evangelical Glaubenslehre,” p. 81, 
declares that there is “ein Unterschied zwischen der Tauie eines 
Kindes und eines Erwachsenen.” (There is a difference between 

the baptism of a child and that of-an adult. The extent to which 
the biblical idea of Christian baptism has been modified by the 
Church in her practice of baptizing infants that cannot. exercise 
intelligent faith, will be explained in the second part of this 
treatise. 

MerHop AND MANNER OF CHRISTIAN BAPTISM 

The external’ essentials to a valid administration of baptism 
are (1) the application of water, and (2) the reciting of the formula, 
“T baptize thee in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Spirit.” It is remarkable that this formula which 
the church have always considered essential to a valid bap- 
tism, are nowhere found in the New Testament, wherever the 
administration of baptism is recorded or alluded to. Uniformly 
throughout the New ‘Testament believers are said to have 
been baptized “in the name of Christ,” or “into Christ.” (Acts 
2: 38; 8: 16; 19: 5; Rom. 6: 3; Gal. 3: 27). These phrases stress 
the personal relation to Christ into which the believer had entered 
through faith. This uniform absence of the trinitarian baptismal 
formula has led many theologians to consider Matth. 28: 19-20 
as a later interpolation, in spite of the entire absence of the slight- 
est documentary evidence to prove such a supposition. 

The second external essential to valid baptism is the applica: 
tion of water. The quantity of water is not considered essential 
by most churches. Three modes of applying the water have been 
practiced in the course of Church history: dipping into the water 
(immersion), pouring the water on (affusion), sprinkling with 
water (aspersion). Immersion was, there is no doubt, the first rule 
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of the Church, but, at the same time, it is also clear that affusion 
was known, and used wherever necessary. When e. g. the Philip- 
pian jailer was baptized, St. Paul being still a prisoner, was cer- 
tainly not able to take them out to the river Gangites in the mid- 
dle of the night. It is also very improbable that there were 
enough facilities in and around the Temple to enable the Twelve 
to immerse.3,000 men on Pentecost. Those that practice sprink- — 
ling or pouring have no quarrel with the immersionists, on ac- 
count of their favorite mode of baptism. We fully concede the 
validity of their peculiar mode, and simply try to vindicate the 
scriptural validity of our own. Our position is that the terms of 
the institution are of such latitude, and the meaning of the word 
to baptize so various in the New Testament as to permit diversity 
* of mode, without trenching upon the character and substance of 
the ordinance. No doubt climatic conditions in the different coun- 
tries and seasons led to the abandonment of immersion in Sues 
quent ages. 

But to this day, our Baptist fellow Christians accuse us of an 
unwarrantable change of the mode of baptism, asserting the words 
used in the New Testament to-denote the mode have never any 
other meaning than to immerse. This we most emphatically deny. 
That the word “to baptize,” is used very often in the sense of, 
“to dip,” is freely and universally conceded. But there are pas- 
sages in abundance where the word has not and cannot. have this 
meaning. In Matth. 3, 11 John said that Jesus would baptize 
with the Holy Ghost and with. fire. Now, how did Jesus, baptize 
with fire? This we learn from Acts 2: 3. “There appeared unto 
them cloven tongues like as of fire, and it sat.upon each of them.” 
He did not dip his disciples into fire. In Acts 1: 5 we read: “Ye 
shall be. baptized with the Holy Ghost.” In what manner was 
this promise fulfilled? The answer is found in Acts 11:15. “The 
Holy Ghost fell on them.” Jesus did not immerse them, into ‘the 
Holy Ghost. 

SIGNIFICANCE AND EFFECT oF Curisrian BaPrisM «= 

On -this aspect of baptism there is’ an‘ almost irreconcilable 
difference between the great historic Church groups. This: differ- 
ence is the result of the various ideas asto the nature of the 
Church, of the Christian ministry and of the sacraments,.as well 
as to the stress laid on the differing statements, figures. of speech, 
phrases and words found “in the. New Testament in ae to 
baptism. 

The Roman Catholic Church holds me magical View : ‘of as 
tism.and inher catechism, declares: ;“Baptism takes away.original 
sin. We cannot go to heaven if we.are not baptized.” ‘This idea 
of: the need of baptism hasle¢ the Roman church to stress “emer- 
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gency and lay baptism’ (Nottaufe), and to teach that there is a 
special place in the hereafter, outside of heaven, for the unbap- 
tized children, called the limbus infantum. — 

As to the teaching of Protestantism on the effect of baptism 


- we confine our discussion to some statements of the three creeds 


which form the confessional basis of our Evangelical Synod—the 
Augsburg confession, Luther’s Small Catechism and the Heidel- 
berg Catechism. (Statuten, paragraph 2) 

The Augsburg Confession declares in I, 9: “De baptismo 
docent, quod sit necessarius ad salutem,” ete. The reason why 
baptism is believed necessary to salvation is because, according to 
Lutheran theologians, baptism imparts faith, remission of sins 
and eternal life. Later Lutheran theologians have somewhat 
softened down this strong statement of the Augsburg Confession 
by the explanation that baptism is ordinarily necessary to salva- 
tion, yet that this necessity is not absolute. (Gerhard, Loci Theol. 
XXII). 

Luther’s strong language in his Small Catechism on the 
efficacy of baptism is well known. He says: “Baptism works for- 
giveness of sins, delivers from death and the devil, and gives eternal 
salvation to all who believe this, as the words and promises of God 
declare.—It is not the water indeed that does this, but the word 
of God which is in and with the water, and faith which trusts 
such word of God in the water. For without the word of God 
the water is simple water and no baptism. But with the word of 
God it is a baptism, that is, a gracious water of life, and a wash- 
ing of regeneration in the Holy Ghost, as St. Paul says, Titus, 
chapter three: By the washing of regeneration and renewing of 
the Holy Ghost, which he shed on us abundantly, through Jesus 
Christ, our Saviour; ...” As a logical consequence from these 
views as to the need and great efficacy of baptism the Lutherans 
permit emergency and lay-baptism (Nottaufe), but Teuy. of them 
do not urge it. 

' The Heidelberg Catechism which represents the views re- 
garding the effect of baptism not only of all Reformed and Pres- 
byterian churches, but also of the rest of non-Lutheran Pro- 
testantism, including the Baptists, Methodists, Congregationalists 
and others, defines in Quest. 72 and 73 the effect of baptism thus: 
—Ts then the external baptism of water the washing away of 
sins? It is not; for the blood of Jesus Christ alone cleanses us 
from all sin. Why then does the Holy Spirit call baptism the 
washing of regeneration? Not only that he may teach us, that 
just as pollution of the body is purged by water, so our sins are 
expiated by the blood and Spirit of Christ; but much more that 
he may assure us by this divine symbol and pledge, that we not 
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less truly are cleansed from our sins by inward washing, than that 
we are purified by external visible water.” These couewial in- 
volved. sentences mean to stress the generally accepted doctrine 
of nearly all non-Lutheran Protestants that baptism is not a 
causative or creative, but merely a testifying sacrament,-a sign 
and a seal of regeneration, and of the New Testament covenant, 
exactly as, according to Rom. 4: 11, circumcision was. Baptism 
does not impart faith, because repentant faith is the very condi- 
tion of its administration; hence it must exist already before a 
person is baptized.. After a person has professed his faith, water 
baptism is bestowed upon him as a sign or symbol and a seal or 
assurance that the new life has already had a beginning in the 
soul. In Titus 3, the Reformed theologians assert, Paul does not 
mean to say that baptism effects regeneration, which would con- 
tradict his great:teaching of justification by faith only, but that 
it merely symbolizes the washing away of sins through the blood 
of Christ. A Presbyterian author, 8. L. Boston writes: “We 
might appropriately speak of our baptism as a young woman would 
speak of the engagement ring on her hand. It is a sign and seal: 
the rig is not the engagement, it did not cause and impart to 
her the love she feels to her prospective husband; the ring is the 
outward visible sign and seal of the engagement. Such is bap- 
tism to the child of God. It is the Holy Spirit who imparted 
divine life in his soul, and baptism attests this fact by the strik- 
ing symbol of washing.” In harmony with the view that bap- 
tism has only the need of precept, because instituted by Christ, 
and is not necessary to salvation, the Reformed churches do not 
practice emergency or lay baptism. 

The minister of the Evangelical Synod (according to Statuten 
paragraph 2, last sentence,) enjoys the privilege to accept either 
the Lutheran or the Reformed or a mediating view of baptism, or 
to think out his own, as long as he lets himself be guided by the 
Holy Seriptures. In harmony with this principle of evangelical 
liberty, the official devotional books of the Evangelical Synod,— 
the Agende, the Book of Worship, the Catechism, and the hymnals 
—-give expression to quite a variety of conceptions on. baptism, 
some leaning more to the Lutheran view, others stressing the Re- 
formed conception, while in many places an attempt is made to 
unite the two teachings. 


I 
II. Infant Baptism 
Keeping in mind that the absolute condition for receiving 


baptism is personal repentant faith and that infant baptism is 
therefore modified baptism, the question arises by what arguments 
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do pedobaptists (baptizers of children — zac — BartiSw) defend 
their practice. Here are some of their reasons: 

1. The New Testament covenant, being the logical and or- 
ganie continuation of the Old Testament covenant (Gal. 3: 17, 
18, 29; Acts 3: 25315: 11;.Rom. 11: 23), the infants are to 
enjoy the same privilege of membership and the sign and seal of 
such membership under the new as they did under the Old cove- 
nant. The old legal maxim holds good here too: “Existing laws 
which have not been expressly repealed are still in force.” The 
opponents of infant baptism demand of us an express precept for 
our practise. We are better entitled to demand of them an ex- 
press precept for theirs. When were children excluded, and by 
what law? Let an express repealing statute be shown. If such 
a radical change with regard to child membership had been prac- 
ticed by the apostles we might naturally expect opposition by op- 
ponents and friends of the church; but none is recorded. 

2. Christ’s attitude toward little children implies their right 
to church membership including the sign and seal of such a re- 
lation. (Mark 10: 13-16) 

3. In the great commission to the apostles, Matth. 28: 19- 
20, there is also room for infant baptism. Literally translated. 
the commission does not say, “teach all nations, and baptize them ;” 
but, “disciple all nations, baptizing them;” The form of ex- 
pression clearly indicates that the discipling is to consist in bap- 
tizing and teaching. The participle expresses the manner in which 
the thing commanded is to be performed. 

4. The teaching and the practice of the apostles favor in- 
fant baptism. On Pentecost, Peter declares: “The promise is to 
you and to your children.” Recollect that the minds of Peter's 
hearers were habituated to the idea of the connection of their 
children with themselves in the promise and seal of the covenant. 
In 1 Cor. %: 14 Paul makes the remarkable statement that chil- 
dren of one or both believing parents are “holy,” that is, set apart, 
consecrated to God. And if so, why withhold the sign and seal of 
such a holy relation to the church ?—Several times the New Testa- 
ment records that entire “households” were baptized (1 Cor, 1:16; 
Acts 16: 15; 33). It is not openminded to assert that in none of 
these families were young children. But, as Horace Bushnell, in 
his still useful book, “Christian Nurture “says: “The importance 
of these texts does not depend in the least on the fact that there 
were children in these families, but simply on the form of the 
language. Fora term so. inclusive, could never come into use, un- 
less it was the practise for baptism to go by households, and that 
when the head was judged to be faithful, his children were bap- 
tized with him,” Physically and psyehically children are organ- 
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ically connected with their parents. We know that qualities, good 
or bad, are often transmitted to children. and children’s children 
on account of the organic unity of a family. -Christianity intends 
to put the laws of this organic unity to a regenerative purpose. 
Grace should travel by the same conveyance with sin. And from 
this follows that the seal of faith, applied to households, is no 
absurdity. . : 

5. Children need and are capable of receiving the benefits of 
baptism. Baptism signifies, as we have seen, “the sprinkling of the 
blood of Jesus Christ” and the renewing of the Holy Ghost, which 
blessings are of course, not tied inseparably to the ordinance. 
This our infants need. 

6. There is no record in the New Testament of the baptism 
of an adult person grown up in a Christian family. Nor are the 
voung people of Christian, families ever'admonished in the Epistles 
to be baptized and join the Church.” Never are Christian parents 
exhorted to induce their grown-up children to jom the church 
by baptism. Why this silence on such an important subject? 
Simply because the children of Christian parents had been bap- 
tized in infaney, or when the parents were baptized. On the other 
hand parents are admonished by Paul to bring up their children 
in the nurture and admonition of Christ,” which shows that they 
were considered as having connection with the Christian church. 

Proors FROM HISTORY AND THE CREEDS 

The above arguments receive corroboration from early church 


history which testifies to the general prevalence of infant bap-. 


tism. Just a few testimonials:—Justin Martyr, who was prob- 
ably born before the death of the apostle John, says, “There are 
many of us, of both sexes, some sixty and some seventy years old, 

~ who were made disciples from their childhood.”—Origen, who was 
horn about a hundred years after the time of the apostles, testifies: 
“According to the usage of the church, baptism is given to infants. 
The church received an order from the apostles to baptize infants 
for the remission of sins.” In that ancient book called the “Shep- 
herd of Hermas,” written in the second century, we find this pas- 
sage: “All infants are in honor with the Lord, and are esteemed 
first of all, to receive the baptism of water as necessary to all.” 
At a council of sixty-six bishops called by Cyprian of Carthage 
it was decided that the baptism of infants should not be deferred 
to the eighth day, but might be given to them at any time before. 
Whether they should be baptized, was not at all the question. 
Augustine says, “The whole church of Christ has constantly held 
that infants were baptized. Tertullian was the first writer advo- 
cating the disuse of infant baptism, which proves its prevalence. 
All the creeds of Christendom, with the exception of the 
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- Baptist family of Churches, teach infant baptism. The Augsburg 
Confession declares: “We gondenm the anabaptists for teaching 
that infants should not be baptized and that children may be 
saved without baptism.”—The Heidelberg Catechism says; Ques. 
vi: “Are infants to be baptized? Yes. For since they, as well 
- as their parents, belong to the covenant and people of God, and 
both redemption from sin and the Holy Ghost, who works faith, 
are through the blood of Christ promised to them no less than to 
their pareuie’ they are also by baptism, as a sign of the covenant, 
to be ingrafted into the Christian Church, and apuacuehed from 
the children of unbelievers, as was done in the Old Testament by 
Jircumeision, in place of which in the New Testament baptism 
is appointed.”—See also Kleiner Evangelischer Katechismus, 
Quest. 129, and the Agende. 
THE BuLessines oF INFANT BAPTisM 

According to the Lutheran view baptism is a means of im- 
parting the new life. This of course is a great blessing. But even 
if one does not hold this high view, baptism is still a blessing: (1) 
Water being the means of cleansing, infant, baptism contains a 
~ eonstant reminder of original sin, that is, of the corruption of our 
nature, being not merely the result of a sinful life, but inherent. 
(2) Infant baptism brings to our mind the eminently cheering and 
encouraging truth that little children are not incapable of being 
subjects of the spiritual kingdom of Christ, and participating in its 
blessings. (3) If occasionally reminded of its baptism, a young 
child grows up with the consciousness of being a member of the 
church and not an alien. This fact appeals to his better self and 
urges him to lead a life consistent with the will of Him who is 
the head of the church. The old proverb, “Nobility obliges” is 
very early taught to the young noblemen in order to stimulate 
them to behave in strict conformity to their high connection and 
not to bring dishonor to the head of the family. 

Conprtions oF INFANT Baprism 

One or both of the parents must be Christians, because at 
baptism questions have to be answered and obligations assumed 
by the parents (or in the Lutheran churches by the so-called “God- 
fathers”) which only Christians can honestly do. See the Agende. 
How can an unbeliever affirmatively answer the question usu- 
ally put to the parents: “Do you. consecrate your child to the 
Lord, and in reliance upon divine grace, promise to give it the 
instruction and discipline ‘enjoined by Christ for the lambs of 
his flock?” Faith in one or both parents therefore is essential be- 
eause otherwise the church would have no reasonable guarantee 
for the religious training of the child. The act of baptism must 
be followed up by the work of Christion education; it must not 
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be regarded as an isolated and fruitless’ceremonial. Where thee % 
exists no rational prospect of subsequent Christian training,. we 
lack one of the essential conditions on which the administration 
of infant baptism. is justifiable and scriptural. Non-Lutheran 
Protestants discourage the old institution of “godfathers,” be- 
cause it is to a large extent meaningless, and enter the by- 
standers merely as “witnesses” (Taufzeugen). They imsist on the 
presence of one or both parents to assume the baptismal obliga- 
tions. Exceptions from this general rule have been authorized 
by the church in favor of orphans and others. This principle of 
spiritual adoption has been based on Gen. 17, 12: “He that is 
eight days old shall be circumcised among you, every man enild; 
he that is born in the house, or bought with money of any stranger, 
which is not thy seed.”. On the same principle American churches 
in, prior slavery times often enjoined the duty upon masters to 
present the children of their slaves for baptism. 


Baptism of unbelieving parents is often urged on the Siem 
why should we deny to the child regeneration by refusing to it 
baptism? No such thing is demied. Unbaptized children will not 
perish, as baptism is not the only channel ‘of grace if.a channel. > 
at all, and is not essential to salvation. Our Lord does not say 
that he that is unbaptized shall be damned. That denunciation 
falls only on those who believe not. Baptism has the necessity of 
precept, not of salvation. .The misfortune of unbaptized children 
consists in the fact that it has unbelieving parents, not that it has 
not been baptized in infancy. As soon as. such a child comes to 
years of discreation, the chureh will urge the duty upon him to 
confess Christ and be baptized. 


ADVICE TO Young iy cieiian 


[ close this brief discussion of an important subject with : a two- “ 
fold advice to my younger brethren in the ministry. 


(1) het them restudy the whole subject of infant baptism. Si 
Good literature will be found in Herzog’s Realenzyklopaedie, in — 
Schaff-Herzog, New Incyclopedia of Christian Knowledge; in R. 
Seeberg’s Christliche Dogmatik, as well as in almost every other 
treatise on dogmatics. A monumental work are the several vol- 
umes by James W. Dale, “Baptism, Classic, Judaic, Johannie, 
Christie and Patristic.”—Smaller booklets and’ tracts are: Poor, 
Baptism not Immersion; Warfield, Christian Baptism; 

(2) Let our young ministers examine carefully the rich 
variety of formulae for baptism in our German and English books 
of worship and if they feel so inclined, draw from these various 
texts their own formula, avoiding difficult and archaic PxpICniensy 
thoughtforms and illustrations. | ore 


A Fifteenth ‘Century Churchman 198 ~ 


A FIFTEENTH CENTURY CHURCHMAN 
Nicholas of Cusa 
Proressor P. Crusius 

It is the purpose of this paper to submit a few notes on the 
high points in the career of a churchman who, achieving early 
fame by the classic formulation of the conciliar plan of Dare: 
government, spent the rest of his life in restoring the authority 
of the papacy: who laboring for the internal reform of the church, 
had unwittingly helped to prepare the way for the very abuses 
against which Luther was to arise; who placing his gifts in the 
service of four Popes, outlasts lee ne of al but one, not as a 
€ arliamentarian 
and patriot, dislowet and ence Ey ar eres scientist, and 
mystic, the bishop and cardinal Nicholas of Cusa. 

For the Roman Catholic historian, Cusa is an extremely satis- 
factory subject—something like Newman, Faber, and Manning— 
to justify whose desertion of the conciliar principle is to justify 
the papacy itself; to whose reforms, moreover, one can point as 
proof of the way internal reform was possible for any man who 
bent himself to it without endangering the unity of the church; 
and to whose speculations one can point as an example of the 
freedom of the philosopher who is content to accept the authority 
of the church’s head. To any student of the time, Cusa must re- 
main one of the most attractive figures. His life touches the life 
of his times at many significant points, enriched by it and en- 
riching it. 

Born in the little town of Cusa on the Moselle, in 1401, the 
son of the boatman Henne Krebs—who raised himself to a posi- 
tion of some affluence later—and his wife Katherine Roemer, 
whose name suggests a Latin descent, Nicholas was sent, prob- 
ably through the interest of a patron, to the school of the brethren 
at’ Deventer. He was at Deventer when Thomas a Kempis was 
ordained to the priesthood in 1413 or 1414: here, during six years, 
his head was filled with Latin and his heart, presumably, with 
piety. In 1416 he matriculated at Heidelberg, founded thirty 
years before, the second German university after Vienna. The 
council of Constance was still in session, not so far away that 
echoes from it could not reach the university down the Rhine; and 
Heidelberg was strong for the council. Over their stein of beer 
the Heidelber ¢ students doubtless spent long afternoons deciding 
the course of the council and shaping a new world to the conciliar 
ideal. To the ambitious among them the law looked good for a 
profitable career under the new dispensation that was expected. 
Urged probably by this consideration, but also by the genuine 
love of knowledge, Nicholas left Heidelberg and presented him- 
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self in 1417 as a student of the laws at Padua, which then en- 
joyed a high reputation. Here a new world opened to him: here, 
under the influence of great teachers—physicians, mathematicians, 
physicists, eiilosapners as well as canon and civil lawyers, above 
all, the humanist Vittorino da Feltre and the canonist Cesarini, 
whom he met again at the council of Basel, and in contact with 
other students who were to become as great as their masters, he 
threw himself ardently into the pursuit of knowledge. Not the 
least fruitful of his studies was Greek, and not the least valuable 
of his friendships that which he formed with the mathematician 
and geographer Toscanelli. In 1423 he attained the doctorate of 
laws. He crowned his stay in Italy with a journey to Rome, where 
he saw Martin V and heard Bernard of Siena preach, and then 
turned homeward. 

In 1425, we-find him at the new university of Cologne en- 
gaged in studying theology.. Why was he turning to the church? 
Gregory of Heimburg, his most redoubtable opponent, asserts that 
he quit the law in disgust after losing his first case. If the 
story is true, Cusa was neither the first nor the last poor lawyer 
to make a good preacher, and the story is no more disereditable 
to him than Phillips Brooks’ giving up teaching for a bad job. At 
any rate, Cusa studied some theology and more philosophy for a 
year, was ordained, and obtained a post at Tréves as canon. Here 
he attracted the attention of the papal legate, Cardinal Orsini, who 
made him secretary. 

Orsini was one of the brilliant company of humanists who 
give luster to this century; in his train, Cusa met Poggio Braccio- 
lini and a dozen others only less distinguished, Fired by more 
zeal than discretion, Cusa began a search for manuscripts in 
Cologne and presently let it be known that he had found, in a 
dusty library of 800 volumes, a manuscript of Cicero’s Republic 
and a new history by Pliny. The news made its way, as Cusa in- 
tended it should, to Italy, where for two years Cusa enjoyed all 
the honors of Doctor Cook as a great discoverer. Only, when 
would he produce the manuscript? Poggio, who had full confi- 
dence in him, was burning with impatience to have the Republic 
back in its native Italy. At last it transpired that Cusa had neither 
the Republic nor the Pliny, but hoped soon to have one or the 
other, or something just as good. Lueck was with him; he made 
the priceless discovery of twelve new plays of Plautus. There 
has been some question whether this story can. properly be .as- 
cribed to Nicholas of Cusa, since the secretary of Orsini is noted 
only as Nicholas of Treves. Circumstantial evidence has con- 
vineed inquiring scholars that he was none other than Nicholas 
af Cusa. 
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~ ‘This was the man who at thirty-one went up to the Council 
at Basel to plead the cause of Ulrich von Manderscheid in a dis- 
puted episcopal election, was at once welcomed, and promptly en- 
rolled as a member of the council. and not neglecting his own 
work, Cusa had time to gain an insight into the controversy be- 
tween the council and pope Eugenius 1V. With the audacity of 
youth, the same that had led him to announce the discovery of 
manuscripts before he had them, he undertook to decide the issue 
himself by presenting to the council a comprehensive memoran- 
dum of its case and a scheme for the reorganization of the church 
on the basis of conciliar government. 

The question which Cusa set before himself in the book 
that he called “de Concordantia Catholica” was the authority of 
the councils, but so many other problems were bound up with it 
that what he wrote was in effect a treatise on the whole fabric 
of Christian society. He deals successively with the general con- 
stitution of the church; its soul, the priesthood, and its body, the 
Holy Roman Empire. The church he defines as the union of 
the souls with Christ in sweet harmony; he calls it a fraternity. 
In a fraternity there is no room for schism, for stubborn insistence 
on one’s own opinion; it is a duty to accept the will of the church 
as a whole. Yet a difference of opinion, so it be not stubborn, is 
not out.of place in so difficult a matter of judgment as faith. 

Like the Trinity in the Godhead and like the threefold church, 
Cusa points out the three elements of the church militant—the 
sacraments, the priesthood, and the people. And just as there 
is a graduation of rank in the sacraments up to the Holy. Kuchar- 
ist, so there is a graduation in the rank of the priesthood up to the 
papacy. The pope is the visible outward sign of the unity of the 
church, like the general chosen by an army, to whom all true 
Christians, to be of the faithful, must be loyal. 

But Cusa proceeds at once to limit the power of the pope. 
The power of the keys, especially, is to be understood as belong- 
ing to the whole church of which Peter is the representative. In 
matters of faith, moreover, the apostolic chair is subject to the 
decision of the general council. 

What constitutes a general council? Misunderstandings have 
arisen from the failure to distinguish between councils of different 
degrees. There are parochial, diocesan, metropolitan, provincial, 
national, patriarchal, and general councils. Hach one is subject 
to the call of its proper presiding officer and each is subject in 
turn to the authority of the higher council. The marks of a valid 
general council are these: 

4. ‘It must be summoned by the pope, unless the pope contu- 
maciously refuses to call a council when necessary. 


A 
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2. It must represent the whole church—i. e., the true church. 
3. It must be conducted openly. 

4. It must guarantee freedom of speech. 

5. It must be faithful to the canons of the antral 

6. It must be under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, which 


will be evident in the degree of its concord nad unanimity. 

Thus far, there is Senne new. 

Since the Greek schism, the general council has been identical 
with the patriarchal council of the Roman pontiff. This dual 
character of the late councils, says Cusa, has led to much con- 
fusion. As a patriarchal council, it is subject to the pope; but 
as a general council, it is superior to him in matters of faith. 
Cusa then labors to show that the Council of Basel is a true 
general council, to the decisions of which the pope is subject. 

From the general council, Cusa turns his attention to the 
provincial synods, the decay of ann he deplores. It is from these 
that one may expect reform. It is their business. Every ‘deforma- 
tion,’ he says, springs from the neglect of someone to do his duty. 
Nothing troubles the peace of the church so much as the abuse of 
power by the higher clergy. It extends even to the papacy. This 
is the voice of Gerson, dAilly, and Clemanges crying out again 
over the ruin of the church. Nicholas offers a radical remedy. 
Suppress the revenues and gratuities of the curia and of every 
other office and forbid the pope and the bishops, as did the fourth 
council of Constantinople, to attend to secular affairs while leay- 
ing the spiritual welfare of their flock to subordinates. But unlike 
many other reformers, Cusa recognizes the fact that the admin- 
istration of the ehreh requires a certain regular income. He 
therefore advocates a regular impost for the expenses of adminis- 
tration. 

The most radical proposal of Cusa, however, touches the elec- 
tion to office. The offices of the hierarchy appear to him as 
representative in function, no less than administrative, in the di- 
vine relations of the church militant. Each degree of the hier- 
archy represents all the others below it, but with decreasing dis- 
tinctness. Thus, while the pope represents the whole church and 
therefore every one of the faithful, yet he represents most im- 
mediately the curia and the college of cardinals. The bishop repre- 
sents his diocese, but most immediately the clergy. It is the 
priest of the parish who finally and most immediately represents 
the people of the church militant. True representation, however, 
rests on mutual consent for its validity (and being celibate, Cusa 
says “as in marriage’). Cusa therefore proposes that the people 
shall elect their own priest, or at least give their consent to his 
nomination; the clergy of the diocese their bishop, the bishops 
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the metropolitans, these the cardinals, and these last the pope. 
Cusa insists particularly upon the election of the cardinals by the 
metropolitans. Since it is primarily the election of the cardinals 
that he wishes (and justly) to reform, one must admit that Cusa 
has approached the matter with typical German ‘Gruendlichkeit’. 
But “this,” his biographer Vansteenberghe is stirred by admira- 
tion to say, “is the idea of a philosopher before whose. thought 
is present a hierarchy of genus and species; it is the idea of a 
metaphysician who sees in the faithful the final cause; it is also 
the idea of a practical man, who is looking for a source of sta- 
bility and peace in proposing a change in the organization of 
society.” Perhaps it is enough to say that here is the pervasive in- 
fluence of Marsiglio in the conception of representative govern- 
ment by the consent of the governed. 

“Every constitution,” said Marsiglio, “rests on a natural na- 
tional right... That belongs to every man; government exists 
only by the consent of the governed; and the rulers are under 
the law as well as the governed. This is true also of the papacy.” 

Sofar the Concordantia as to the authority of the council, 
the supremacy of the pope, and the constitution of the church. 
It is the grandiose scheme of an ecclesiastical commonwealth that 
has only one defect—like all Utopian schemes, it attempts too 
much. Cusa has not even got to the end. After the soul, the 
body; after the church, the empire. Like Dante, he regards the 
empire as the secular complement of the universal church. As 
the pope is the head of the ecclesiastical hierarchy, the emperor, 
the King of the Romans, should be at the head of all civil power, 
with kings corresponding to patriarchs, dukes to archbishops, and 
counts to bishops. A true German patriot, he mourns the decline 
of the empire: “one looks for the Empire in Germany, and does 
not find it; the stranger is ready to seize our country and divide ~ 
it.” The only security is in union, which he proposes to establish 
on lines similar to the union of the church. His scheme includes 
an annual diet at Frankfurt with representatives from episcopal 
and imperial cities, besides the electoral princes and the imperial 
judges; the creation of twelve judicial circuits, with three judges 
each, one for each of the three estates; a progressive approach to 
uniform laws and customs; the reform of the mode of the im- 
perial election, in which he provides for the preferential ballot; 
an imperial budget, and a standing army at the disposal of the 
emperor. 

When one reflects that Cusa lived to the reign of Louis XI 
of France, that only a generation separates him from the expedi- 
tion of Charles VIII of France to Italy, and an average lifetime 
from the wars of Charles V and Francis I, one realizes how hope- 
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lessly medieval his conception of the empire is. On the. other 
hand, Joan of Are had been burned at the stake only two years 
before the Concordantia was written. Aside from the medieval 
conception of the empire moreover, Cusa’s schemes for reform are 
extremely practical. Maximilian adopted much of the Cusian 
plan when he instituted the Reichskammergericht and the Land- 
friedenskreise, and Goerres, a century ago, drew inspiration for 
his plan of United Germany from Nicholas of Cusa. 

There is not much that is original in the de Concordantia 
Catholica; it is Gerson, Langenstein, Gelnhausen, Masiglio who 
have fructified the mind of Nicholas of Cusa, trained in the law 
at Padua and sharpened by the exit of the humanists. But it 
stands as the classic statement of the conciliar plan of government 
for the Roman church. No one else put it so boldly and so 
clearly. And if Cusa was treading in the footsteps of Gerson in 
his dialectic, he has the distinction of being among the trail- 
blazers of historical criticism. The de Concordantia Catholica 
contains the first historical investigation of the spurious “Dona- 
tion of Constantine” on which the papacy so largely rested its 
claims to temporal power. 

The Corcordantia was completed in 1434. Some time later, 
the case of Ulrich vy. Manderscheid which Cusa had come to de- 


fend was decided adversely by the council. Perhaps it was sheer. 


disappointment over the decision, perhaps it was disgust with the 
petty politics of the conciliars which now estranged Cusa from the 
council. At any rate, he appears no more as a leader of the con- 
ciliar party. A question that was now_occupying both the pope 
and the council was the possibility of the reunion of Greek and 
Roman Christianity. Neither party was wholly sincere, but nego- 
tiations were about to ensue. ‘The Greeks, threatened by the final 
advance of the Turks before which Constantinople fell im 1453, 
were ready to bid for the support of the West by theological re- 
conciliation. The Council and the Pope, on the other hand, were 
hotly debating as a question of authority whether it was pope 
or council who should conduct the negotiations. To the surprise 
and disappointment of the conciliar, anti-papal party, the author 
of the de Coneordantia Catholica threw himself on the side of the 
pope. It has been pointed out that Pope Eugenius and his sue- 
cessors rewarded his desertion well, for he was promptly chosen as 
a commissioner to the Greeks, and presently elevated to a bishop- 
ric and given the cardinal’s red hat. 

Much ink has been spilled over this change of face or the 
part of the author of the de Concordantia. His latest biographer, 
—Vansteenberghe, sees in it less of a change of theory than a modi- 
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fication of practical judgment. The Concordantia, he declares, 
suffers from an excess of confidence in democracy, a confidence 
which Cusa gradually lost as he saw more of its workings in the 
Council. If he applied one of his own tests of validity to the 
council, he might readily conclude that it did not pee to be 
led by the Hole Spirit. 

There is another explanation, however. Cusa Broke openly 
with the conciliar party over the question whether the right to 
summon the Greeks to a general council belonged to the pope 
or the council. Cusa held that the right belonged to the pope. 
In taking this position, he was entirely consistent with the views 
he had expressed in the Concordantia, where he declared that a 
general- council, to be valid, must be summoned by the pope. 
Only if the pope contumaciously refuses to summon a general 
council can a general council be summoned by the authority of a 
lesser council. The pope, however, was not at this time in con- 
tumacy, for he was willing to call the general council. In doing 
so, he would automatically prorogue the council of Basel. 

The Council of Basel, however, declared that it had been 
duly summoned as a general council—which was true—and in- 
sisted that the pope had no right to dismiss it. There was thus 
a deadlock. Cusa now fell back on another argument in the Con- 
cordantia. The Council of Basel, he declared, had been a genera! 
counci! so long as it represented all of Catholic Christendom, as 
was the case so long as the Greeks had declined to attend it. Now 
that the Greeks were willing to attend a general council, the 
Council of Basel was no longer ecumenical. It was only the 
patriachal council of the pope, and must give way to the general 
council to be summoned by the pope. Cusa was consistent with 
himself, even though his consistency carried him over from his 
former partisans to his recent opponents. He never rejoined the 
conciliar party, which was fast losing ground now, for by their 
conduct they gave him no reason to. Instead, he became the 
“Hercules of the Hugenians” (the papal party), and enjoyed in.a 
marked degree the confidence of Eugene IV as well as his suc- 
céssors Nicholas V and Pius IT (Aeneas Silvius). 

Cusa was appointed among the delegates sent by the pope 
to Constantinople to negotiate concerning the council of réunion, 
which came to pass with much pomp and circumstance at Ferrara 
in 1438. Cusa took no part in the affairs of the council, remaining 
in Constantinople to study Greek manuscripts. Perhaps he had 
lost faith in councils. In any case, he shows that he lacked the 
qualities of leadership. Had he chosen, he might have made him- 
self the leader of the conciliar party as the author of “de Concor- 
dantia Catholiea.” It is doubtful if, even’ under a forceful leader- 
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ship that. apparently Cusa could not give, the conciliar. party 
could have prevailed against the political intrigues of the papal 
party. Cusa, indeed, believed the pope in the right .as; to his 
authority to end the council of Basel and to call a new general 
council that would include the Greeks. But in going over to the 
pope on this issue, he need not have scrapped the whole conciliar 
program. What happened to him is what happened to Wilson 
when he went over to the demands of Clemenceau. The conciliar 
program of “de Concordantia Catholica” was “spurlos versenkt” 
like the Fourteen Points. The papacy emerged completely trium- 
phant, with Cusa one of its staunchest defenders. Confined in its 
power, the papacy rode on in its old career until nothing short of 


a revolution brought the Protestant Reformation. Did Cusa have. 


it in his power to force a reformation within the church by se- 
curing the supremacy of the general council over the pope? That 
is doubtful but he could have ee a heroic figure like Wyclif or 
Hus. 
Though he failed in this, he remains an important. figure 
as a philosopher, a mathematician and scientist, and a minor re- 
former within the church. It was on the return voyage from 
Constantinople, Cusa tells us, that he conceived the idea and the 
plan of his philosophical opus magnum, “De Docta Jgnorantia.” 
The work was completed in 1440, and though widely assailed, 
established Cusa firmly as one of the morning stars of modern 
philosophy. | 
The “De Docta lonmiautne (“learned ignorance” is a halt- 
ing translation) is essentially a treatise on the limitations of 
knowledge, a theory of cognition. His three parts deal with God, 
the universe, and the Son of God, which in the Cusan termin- 
ology become respectively the aheolate maximum, the contracted 
maximum, and the maximum at once absolute and contracted. 
There is in this, under the aspect of mysticism, not a little tend- 
ency toward pantheism, though Cusa defended himself vigorously 
against the charge that he was identifying the Creator and .crea- 
tion under the figures of the absolute and the contracted maxi- 


mum. ‘The whole treatise runs to the conclusion indicated in the 


title, that absolute truth is unknowable and unattainable for man. 
and that his true knowledge, the greatest height of science. to 
which he can attain, is the recognition of his ignorance. 

By his philosophical agnosticism, Cusa broke completely with 
medieval scholasticism, ta after all, assumed to know, and 
denied ignorance. He did not, however, reach any clearness ‘or 
sharpness of definition on account of his mystical Peepers and 
a predilection for the harmony of numbers. 


He presents the curious paradox of the medieval mystic and 
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the modern scientist in,one person. He is the disciple of Meister 
Eekart and the teacher of Giordano Bruno and Copernicus. 

A passage from one of his letters illustrates his mysticism. 
A certain abbot writes to him from one of the monasteries of 
southern Germany which, under Cusa’s influence, has returned 
to the. “stricter obedience,” to ask: 

“Can the pious soul without any intellectual knowledge, or 
even the assistance of any antecedent or concomitant thought 
raise itself by the sheer power of affection to that summit of the 
soul called the “synderesis” and thus attain to God?” 

The gs was prompted by the study of the “Learned 
Ignorance.” Cusa replies: 

“Whatever is loved, is loved mcder the aspect of goodness. 
Affection is stirred only by love, and love turns only to the good. 
One can love only what one already knows to be good. In af- 
fection toward God, there must therefore be some knowledge. .. . 
To be raised to God, there must be, along with love, some knowl- 
edge. This knowledge is given by faith: faith in the word of 
Christ that there is an immortal life which we can attain. Supe- 
rior to all science, this faith is available to the simple and ignorant, 
and by it they are capable of being elevated to the vision of St. 
Paul. But they deceive themselves who attach themselves to 
images; the truth is an object of the intelligence and is beheld 
only in invisibility.” 

Here Cusa soars with the wings of faith in a true mystical 
flight. The mystic asserts, like a confident witness, without proof, 
what he believes he knows. But Cusa’s feet are shackled with 
the chains of scholasticism, and descends from his flight to walk 
in the steps of a heavy syllogism as a proof of his assertion. To 
translate it would spoil it: Diligere deum coincidit cum diligi 
a deo; cognoscere coincidit cum cognosci; si quis autem diligit 
dete hie cognitus est ab eo: quare diligere et cognoscere in deo 
unum sunt. 

Such syllogisms occur not infrequently in Cusa’s snails 
They reveal the conformist temperament which is as character- 
istic of him as the mystic strain and the scientific interest. In 
his mysticism, which is his most intimate religious nature, Cusa 
shows close affinity with the school of Thomas a Kepis. The 
theme is contemplation and resignation. The ideal is so other- 
worldly that it is easy to accept the imperfections of this one. 
Yet Cusa was wordly in his younger days as a student at Heid- 
elberg and Padua, and even as a cleric in the company of Cardinal 
Orsini and his humanist friends. There is no record of a sudden 
change of heart or a passion for souls that led him to leave the 
law for the church. It is inconceivable that he was deeply re- 
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ligious when he was searching the libraries for old Latin manu- 
scripts and announced discoveries that he never made. The young 
Luther searched for something else and found it in- the Bible. 
But at some time, Cusa undoubtedly shed his vanities and sought 
the religious life, apparently without any inner conflict or doubt. 
There is nothing to show that it cost him any convictions to leave 
the anti-papal conciliar party for the service of the pope. He 
had the intellectual, Wilsonian type of mind which driven re- 
luctantly to action leaps to sudden conclusions after “watchful 
waiting,’ and easily finds phrases to rationalize its action. Some 
times the phrases are not even very fortunate. Bethmann-Holl- 
weg, another scholar in politics, had reason to regret a few frank 
phrases. 

Cusa was the scholar in church politics. His failure as a 
reformer is the failure of his type. All the professors of Germany 
could not prevent the failure of the Frankfurt Parliament in 
1848. Only a Bismarck could succeed. All the great advocates 
of the conciliar government of the Catholic Church could not pre- 
vent the triumph of the papacy. It took a Luther to sueceed—in 
another way. 
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Cin Drucfehler. 

wot Sem editoriellen Teil der Marzmunmer de3 Magazins ijt 
uns. ettvas Menjchlides pajjiert. Yn dem Artifel ,Chrift und Kude” 
fpreden twir bon Chapman als dem Haupt de3 federal Council.” 
Wir eriwahnen ibn gweimal, und auch das aweite Mal heikt es 
Chapman anftatt ,Cadman.” Der Febler lag an unS, nicht am 
Druder. E88 ijt un$ unerflarlich, wie wir aweimal dieje Verwedhje- 
tung madjen fonnten. Die Yamen find fich gwar ahnlich, aber die 
nut inen bezetdneten Wanner find fich jo unabhnlich, wie fie nur 
fen fonnten. Chapman war ein Criveckungsprediger nach altem 
Miufter, Cadman ijt ein jclagfertiger. Redner auf dem ,,forum,” 
aber gum C€rivecungsredner madre er ungeeignet. Er ift ein Ber- 
treter deS ,,Social Gojpel,” wahrend Chapman auf perfonlide Be- 
fehrung drang. Chapman forderte die Glaubigen auf gur_,,vdlligen 
Uebergabe” (,,perfect jurrender”), welces er alS einen beftimmten 
Wt deS Glaubens, als ein definitives geijtliches Widerfabrnis an- 
jah; Cadman lehrt allmablice Charafterentwicdlung, eine harmo- 
nije Entwidling aller getjtigen und geiftlichen Sabigfeiten, welche 
fic) am beften entiwicfeln in der AXrbeit fiir cine beffere Welt, im der 


Unwendung de8 Cvangeliums Chrifti auf alle Beziehungen de3 


Lebens. Hatte man damals fchon in dem Beichen der neueren Ent- . 
widlung gejtanden, jo witrde man Chapman einen Fundamentalijten 
genannt haben, wabhrend Cadman ein iibergeugter todernijt ift. 
Die beiden haben aljo recht wenige Beziehungen gu cinander. Man 
fonnte fogar jagen, fie jcien 2Xntipoden. Um fo weniger begrerflich 
ift e3, mie uns diefer ,lapfus calami” paffieren fonnte. Wir bit- 
ten dDemnac) um gittige Entichuldigung. 


Gin Kurjus in Doqmatif fur Pajtoren. 

&§ ift lange ber, dah mance von uns ein dogmatiides Buch 
in der Hand gehabt haben. Diejenigen, die re theologijde Bil- 
dung in Eden erhalten haben — in der vorenglijden Seit —— haben 
au den Siipen BederS gefeffen und jeinen ,,Leitfaden” gu bemet- 
jtern gefucht. Gecter war ein fcarfjinniger Kopf und woblberwandert 
auf feinem Gebiet. €8 feblte ihm aber die Gabe popularer Dar- 
ftellung und die Sabigfeit, fetne Schitler fitr das Studtum theore 
tifder und mehr oder weniger abftrafter Gegenjtande gu ermarmen. 


- Sonjt wiirden jedenfallS feine hHohen Gaben auf theologifdem Ge- 


biet mehr dDauernde Hritdhte gezettigt Haber. 
— Daan ijt aber noch ein anders Hingugunehmen, Sn unferm der 
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Beswingung des Materiellen hingegebenen Volf ijt fitr die erfennt- 
nismabige Bebherrfdung de8 chriftliden Glaubensinhalts wenig Bo- 
den. Die Lehren de8 Cvangeliums werden al8 etwas Gegebenes 
hingenommen und in alter Werfe verfiindigt. Das Whfehen ift auf 
ihren praftifehen Wert geridjtet, auf thre Gabigfeit, einen hriftliden 
Charafter 3u begritnden und 3u befeltigen. Obne Biweifel eine hachjt 
loben8mwerte Tenden3 an und fiir fich. 

Nedoch ift fie nicht ohne thre Schattenfeiten. Su einem twirk- 
liden Verftandnis der chriftlicden Lehre alS Gangen fommt e8 felten. 
Wenig Paftoren haben, was fie von Chrifto wijjen und haben, fiir 
fish gu einem gujammenhangenden Lebhrgefitge ausgebaut. Jody 
weniger find imftande gewefen, ihren Gemeindegliedern 4u einer 
woblabgerundeten Crfenntnis 3u verbelfen. Snfolgedeffen gibt es 
taujend Salle, wo jich diefe Gheder in widhtigen Dingen nicht zu- 
recht finden fonnen. ©8 taucen ihnen Sragen auf von grundlegen- 
der Bedeutung, und fie finden feine Wntivort darauf. Cine weitere 
berhangni8polle Solgerung ift die Tatjache, dak fo viele den Cin- 
flitffen von Geften und Srrlefrern gum Opfer fallen. Cbhrijtian 
Science, Rufjelliten, Pentecoftals, WXdventijten und andre finden an 
mancjen leicht gu getwinnende Ronvertiten. Rein Wunder, daR fid 
die von ,allerhand Wind der Lehre” treiben lafjen, die jelbjt nicht 
unterrictet find in den twefentlicen Stitcden beilfamer Lehre. 

Das Ynterefje unjer$ BVolfeS an der Lehre wird meift erft 
wach, wenn e8 fich um die Hrudjt de8 Glaubens handelt, namlid 
um da8 Sittlice, die Ethif. C8 ijt ifm im. allgemeinen gleid- 
giltig, mwas ein Mtenich glaubt, wenn er nur recht bandelt und 
lebt. Die Glaubenslehrftiice jelbjt fchetnen alfo nur von relativer 
Bedeutung 3u fein. Ote moderne Betonung der Sogzialethi€ verftarkt 
noc} dieje fon vorhandene Geringfdhagung de8 Theologifden in 
unjerm Glauben. Wir jelbjt find Breunde der Sosztalethit; jedocd 
nehmen wir mit Bejorgni8 die wachfende Gleicdgiiltigfeit gegen 
chrijtlide Glaubenslehren wahr. Wir finden diejelbe faft ohne Wus- 
nabme bei allen fithrenden Vertretern de8 Social Gofpel.“ 

Oft haben wir aus diefem Grund unfrer Ueberzeugung M18- 
druck gegeben, dak wir Geiftlihe un8 um einen Wusbau unfrer 
dogmatijden CErfenntnis bemithen follten. Wnjcheinend find diefe 
Mahnungen nicht auf befonders fruchtbaren Boden gefallen. C8 
jeheint auc) eine gtemliche Sumutung ju fein, dak man nod im 
praftifden PBrediqtamt gu einem der dicfleibigen und langtweiligen 
Biicher iiber Dogmatif greifen joll. Da freut e8 un8 ungemein, 


da wir imftande find, unfern ejern einen bequemeren und in-’ 


tereffanteren Weg angugeigen. 

Profefjor D. Or. RK. H. Gritgmader, frither in Erlangen, jest 
in Wiesbaden, wird uns der Weafithrer fein in einem ,,poft-qraduate 
courfe” in Dogmatif, Cr wird fitr uns in’ gwanglofer, jedod ge- 


Editorielle NXeuperungen. 205 


ordneter Solge die Sauptprobleme der chriftlicjen Vebre behandeln 
und beginnt diejen Gang in dicfer Nummer mit einem Mrtifel iiber 
die Hetlige Schrift und das Befenntnis, Naturgemak werden fic 
diefe Darbietungen auf viele Mtonate, vielleicht mehrere Sabre ver- 
tetlen. Gollte da$ Snterefje der Lejer daran nachlafjen, fo fann je- 
dergzeit abgebrodjen werden. Sedoch denfen wir, dats dies nicht ein- 
trefen twird, jondern im Gegenteil, daly e8 heifsen wird: je Langer, 
je lieber. Damit meinen wir nicht, je Langer die Mrtifel fein wer- 
den, je Tieber, jondern je anger wir D. Griigmacjer folgen, um fo 
Yieber twerden wir ibn haben. Cr jehreibt, wie wir wiffen, einen 
flaren, durchjicdtigen Stil, und er beberrjcht feinen Gegenftand. 

Grigmacher ijt ein witrdiger Nachfolger der ,,Crlanger Schule;” 
die auf da3 Moment dhriftlider Erfahrung ftarfen Naddruct Legt. 
Cr ijt Vutheraner, doch natiirlic) nicht im Sinne unfrer Wtluthe- 
raner. €r ijt unter anderm durch fein Buech-iiber den Menprote- 
ftanti8mus herborgetreten und nimmt dort entidiedene Stellung 
fiir den Ofjenbarungscharafter der Schrift, fiir die Wichtigfeit der 
Heilsqethidjte fiir die Entftehung de3 Glaubens, fiir Chriftus als 
den gottmenfchlicen Erlojer im Unterfdhied von dem religidjen Genie: 

Wir danfen Serrn Profefjor Griikmadher fiir fein freundlices 
YWnerbieten. Wir wiinfeen im Glick fitr feine utgabe und erbhoffen 
davon fiir unjre Lefer nichts als Getwinn ind theologifdhe Borde- 
rung. 


THE RELIGIOUS OUTLOOK 


The interest in this year’s Lenten Services was very pro- 
nounced; in some localities, especially the large industrial centers, 
it was almost phenomenal, if we are permitted to indulge a little 
in superlatives. In the writer’s own city of Cleveland the at- 
tendance broke all records. Rey. Wright, the local executive 
secretary of the Federated churches, said: “During my 15 years as 
executive secretary I have never seen such interest and enthusi- 
asm upon the ep of all the pastors and all the churches as we 
are having now.” This was said more particularly with regard to 
the “Religious Emphasis” week (March 15-20), when some of the 
outstanding preachers of the country addressed vast crowds in the 
Noon-day services and at other occasions, and also reached out 
to the 35,000 students of the high schools and colleges of the 
city. The ‘tact of the cooperation of all the churches, as emphasized 
by the secretary, was very noticeable. Of course one great ex- 
ception was to be made in this respect.’ ‘The Lutherans of the 
stricter sort kept aloof. They had’ their own services during 
Passion week in which they gave frank and emphatic expressions 
to their unaltered allegiance to faith’s fundamentals and their 
opposition to all modernistic tendencies. 
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The “Christian Century,” in commenting on the growing ob- 
servance of the Lenten season, claimed to see in it a strengthen- 
ing of the ritualistic spirit in the churches and was inclined to 
admit that this tendency might bring into our church life more 
dignity and reverence than we find there sometimes. Our ob- 
servation does not bear out this interpretation. The ritualistic 
spirit in all these meetings was, on the contrary, conspicuous by its 
absence. The whole arrangement and order of the services could 
not very well have been more simple. What solemnity and serious- 
ness there was in them was due only to the speakers and the 
purpose of the meetings. Nor was the sacramental character of 
the church’s institutions given any prominence; not even was 
the cross of Christ the sole topic of all. 

The speakers’ theological position was not inquired into, 
The expert could easily label them according to the nature of 
their remarks, and there must have been some that would be 
counted in the modernist fold. But our church people are noi 
eritical as a rule. If a speaker is earnest, makes a strong appeal, 
and mentions Christ with due reverence, they scent no danger. 
Besides, the songs used were nearly all the old favorites, ortho- 
dox, stressing the blood of Christ and personal salvation. The 
modern view has not produced much sacred poetry yet. 

We had many speakers from many pulpits, of different type, 
and different grades of eloquence. I think the one overtopping 
them all was Sherwood Eddy. He was announced as a world 
figure. One presiding officer in introducing him, using the words 
of another, said: “Sherwood Eddy is a man with his soul aflame 
for God and humanity.. He is absolutely sure where he is going, 
and has ceased fumbling.” That was high praise, especially 
when bestowed while he was there himself, but he seemed to 
live up, and preach up, to it. He attempts no flights of oratory; 
he has no commanding platform presence, or especially spiritual 
features. But his is a virile, robust personality; he has a powerful 
voice and every word can easily be heard in the largest auditor- 
ium. Then he is a world traveler. A map of the world hangs, as 
a rule, on the platform, and he roams over it during his dis- 
course. Once he is in China, in a Christian meeting of Chinese 
students, then in Russia talking to some big man there; then 
agai in Berlin or Vienna. He gets one in touch with the world 
and world movements. So the audience naturally feels that they 
are in the presence of a man who speaks with authority. Their 
own world is small, his parish seems to be the world. 


Sherwood Eddy thinks we need a new Reformation. This 
new reformation must be modern, that is, it must be a synthesis 
of religion and science. We must weleome all truth, from science 
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as well as from religion. The reformation must include all of 
human life, the regeneration of the individual and of. society. 
Eddy is strong for and on the social gospel. And lastly, this 
reformation must be passionate, that is, the church must be in 
dead earnest to get and to spread it. He also spoke to an audience 
of more than 3,000 young people, on the “Revolt of Modern 
Youth”: From what, to what? He reads into American youth 
what, at the present time, is only in some sections of European 
youth, and not here with us at all, such as an opposition to sordid 
materialism, to the exploitation of the weak, and to militarism. 
Well, it was an optimistic substitution of the ideal for the unidea! 
reality; and one forgave him as he went on to warm their hearts 
with the glow of his faith; for if he is an optimist, he paints a 
true picture of this age, this jazz age of materialism, luxury and 
pleasure-madness. He calls a spade a spave and makes the 
young people wince as he talks of the double standard, of self- 
abuse and immorality. At the same time his appeals to yield to 
Christ are strong, and eyes grow moist easily as he tells his touch- 
ing stories. j 

Sherwood Eddy painted a dark picture of modern society. 
and yet he says, he is an optimist. His experiences here must 
have strengthened his faith, for the people could not get enough 
of him. He wearied us, at times, when he had spoken for an 
hour and more and wouldn’t stop, oftentimes telling the stories 
or using illustrations again that we had heard already a few days 
before—but the young people did not seem to mind it. He is an 
optimist, why? Because he has faith in Christ and his gospel. 
and because he is “in the game,” as he called it. He is using up 
every ounce of his strength, apparently and he reaps the reward. 
One who has faith in Christ and gives him his whole strength 
may have times when he is under the juniper tree, ready to give 
up, but the old angel always seems to appear again giving him a 
food that lasts many a day. 

The church is waking up in many places, it sees new ideals, 
has larger visions and higher objectives. Oftentimes it yields to 
the intoxications of numbers; cares more for quantity than quality : 
is more concerned with organizations and material advance than 
with spirituality. It needs the power from on high that comes 
with Pentecostal experiences. But the power of him whose name 
is above every name in being manifested, and he will not leave his 
church, the chief agency for the building of his kingdom, un- 
assisted and uninspired. The morning dawn seems to be on the 
eastern sky and those on the house tops greet it with repoicing. 


Glias Shrenfs Evangelijation im Baltentand. 
(Wir verdffentlichen diejfen Yangeren Wrtifel, tweil er das Fitr und Dan 
der Coangelijation far beleuchtet. Cbd.) 


Vielen unter uns ijt befannt, dak der erjte und bis Heute twobhl bedeuz 
tendite Changelift Clias Sdhrenf aud in den Oftfeeprovingen ebvangelifierte, 
al8 Ddieje nod gu Rupland qehirten. Weldhes ungeheure Creigni3 im firdh- 
liden eben der Lutherifdjen Kirche des Baltenlands dieje Berufung Sdrents 
bebdeutete, Davon tvifjen mir aber fvenig; eine fleine Vorftellung davon bez 
fommen tir durch die Schilderung, die Pfarrer D. Traugott Sahn in dem 
aiveiten Vand feiner twahrhaft lejenSmerten und gebaltvollen Crinnerungen 
(Stuttgart, Chriftian Belfer) gibt. Hahn ift jest felbjt evangeliftifd tatig, 
und iiberall da, wo er gemirtt hat, 3. B. in Elberfeld, hat er Gegen guriid- 
gelaffen. Cr twirtt nicht feelijch, treibt nicht nach dem treffenden Wusdrud 
eines unfrer Freunde Geelenmafjage, fondern er geht auf daS Xnnerjte des 
Menjchen gu und hat diefelbe MNirchternheit twie fein groRes Vorbild, Clias 
Schrenf. Geine Cigentiimlichfeit befteht, wte er felbft erfannt hat, darin, dak 
ex gang im Zentrum de3 Chriftenglaubens ftehende Gebiete der Lehre und 
deS Lebens feinen Hdrern zujammenhangend vorfithrt, um fie zur Stellung- 
nabme und Enijcheidung aufgufordern. Diefer Mann hat aus Gerwiffensnot 
und aus Liebe gu feiner Gemeinde mit dem Bann des Landlaufigen Kirden- 
tums int Baltenfand gebroden und hat dort der Cvangelifation Bahn ge-z 
broden; der erjte, freilich auch der bejte, Den er berufen hat gu feiner Gez 
meinde Reval, war eben Clias Sdhrent. 

Wir fejen in Hahns Crinnerungen (2. Vand, Seite 341): 

Von Evangelifation hatte ich fon manderlet gehirt. Die au’ England 
durd Wiliang-Chrijten Herangegogenen Evangelijten batten in mir durd) die 
methodiftijdhe Art, einfeitiq auf Vefehrung und Heiligung gu dringen, ein 
jtarfeS Vorurteil ertvect. Gdjon der Name erfdhien mir anmapend, als hiel- 
ten die Trager diefer Arbeit fig fiir dte alleinigen Anbaber de3 ,,Evan- 
geltums” — und doch befchaftigte mich die Cache immer wieder, feitdem id 
von deutfdhen ,Cvangelijten” horte. Die Namen Samuel Keller und Glias 
Sdrenf ftanden im Vordergrund. Aber frei von BVorurteil- aud gegen fie 
war ich doch feinestveg3. Wuch mir lag der befannte Cintwand nabe: Was 
joll Denn der fremde Maryn twirfen fdnnen, twas tvir al8 glaubige Rajtoren 
nicht mirfen fornten? Und die Vefiirdtung, in der Gemeinde die Liiftern- 
Heit nach Wujerordentlidem gu iweden oder gu fteigern, lag febr nabe. 

Wher anderfeits nahm die allmablicdhe Wbfehr der Manner von der Mirdhe 
jtart gu, und unjre Predigten bradhten fie nicht guriid, wahrend nach den 
Verichten aus Deutjdhland aud) die fernerftehenden Manner gu den Evan-z 
geliften famen. Durften tvir denn unfern Gemeinden. eine Predigtweife vor- 
enthalten, um unjrer Vorurteile twillen, die moglicjertveife folde Manner 
fiir Gott und Chriftus gewinnen forinte, die an uns Setmifden Pajtoren 
voriibergingen? Dieje Gedanfen gingen mir immerfort nad. 
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Sn Winter 4900—1901 fam id} eines Wbends jpat von unfernt Ra- 
- ftoralabend uit meinem Wimisbruder Germann Hefje nach Hauje. Wir 
fpraden iiber unjer Unvermigen, an die Manner der Gemeinde herangu- 
fommen. Da ging das Gefpracd iiber auf Cvangelifations-Predigten. Trow 
aller Bedenfen gegen jie leuchtete in mix pliblich die fefte Ueberzeugung auf, 
eS fei unjre Pflicht, wenigitend einen Verjuch gu machen. Priifet alles, und 
das Gute behaltet! Das Hatten wir bisher noch nidt getan. 

Von jener Minute war mein Geivijfen beunrubigt. Und das tft doch 
IdjlieBlich cine qrégere Macht als Vorurteile und Bedenfen. lar twar mir 
-allerdings eins: dak id) nie einen Cvangeliften ditrfe predigen Iaffen, der 
nicht. far und bejtimmt fic) gu unjrer evangelife-hitherifajen Lehre befen- 
nen tviirde. ; 

Dann Hdrten Hejfe und ish im Frithling 1901, day der Coangeltjde 
Beret in St. Petersburg (Stadtnrifjion) befdhlofjen Habe, den PBrediger 
Elias Schrenf gum Herbjt 1901 einguladen.. C3 trat aud an uns die erage, 
ob twir ibn nicht auch nach Reval einladen follten? 

Nun ftande twtr vor der praftifden — nicht blo theoretijdhen, prin- 
zipiellen — Entfdeidung. Alle Schwierigfeiten jtanden vor unfern Wager. 
Durd Gottes Gnade ftanden Heffe und ich pringtpiell auf gang gleidem 
Grund; tir fonnten in voller Cinigfeit handelu. Wher — die andern Wmts- 
briider in Reval? OCbhenan Ferdinand Luther, der Todfeind des Methodis- 
mus, Und ibm war 7 Conigeltinsron” aleichbedeutend mit Methodismus urd 
Srrlehre. 

Aber neben Hin verHielten jich noch fajt alle unfre Nevaler Wintsbriider. 
imehr oder tweniger ablehnend zur Cvangelijation. {3 cingiger urteilte 
unjer Generaljuperintendent Leopold Hoerjhelimann iwohlivollend iiber jolche 
Cvangelijten, die auf Dem Befenninis der luthertfden Kirche jtanden. 

Wie die Gemeinden, fpegiell auch die unfre, fich gu dem Verfuch ftellern 
wiirden, fonnte faim giemlich flar vorausgefehen werden. 2Wlle Wlliang- 
Kreije mwiirden jubeln; eine fiir Heffe und mich nicht eriviinfdhte Bundes- 
genojfenfdaft. Gerade durch jie muften die ablehnenden Xmtsbriider nur 
um fo bedenflicher werden. Und anderfeits: die ftreng fonfeffionellen Kreije 
Wwiirden ohne Bweifel die Bedenfen der andern Paftoren teilen und an uns 
 beiden irretverden. Das fonnte tiefe Errequng in das Gemewdetwejen tra- 
gen, und ¢e3 fragte jich doch, ob Der Verfuch das tvert fet. 

Dazgu fant noch die ernjte Gorge, ob twir e3 twagen diirften, Das Xif- 
bringen der Dtittel auf un3 zu nehimen. 

Wie diefe Sorgen Half Gott uns iiberwwinden. Durechfehlagend fir uns 
war die Hoffnung, Gemeindeglieder, die uns nicht mehr Horten, diurd) die 
Predigt eines fo bedeutenden, gejeqneten Predigers, wie Schrenf e3 twar, fitr 
®ottes Wort wieder Zu geivinnen. 

Wher eins twar uns freilich gang flar: ehe mir Schrenf wirflich ein- 
[uden, mupten twir um unfers eignen Gewwiffens twillen villtq geiwiR fet 
iiber. feine Stellung zu unferm evangelifd-luthert{hen Befenntnis: 

Wir taten darum aiweierlei. Hejfe fdricb an feinen Bruder, Mtfftonar 
Xohannes Heffe in Calty, der gu Sdrenk in fehr naher Beziehung ftand, und 
id fhrieb an. Schrent felbjt. Yohannes Heffe gab cin jdjones, warmes Zeug- 
nis fiir Sdrent, geeignet, alle Bedenfen gu gerftreuen, vor allen Dingen itber 
feine. Niiehternbeit und fein volliges Stehen im Bentrum lutherifden Be- 
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ferintnijjeS bon. der Redhtfertigung des Siinders aus Gridiron. allein dure ses 


den Glauben. 

Uber noch viel wichtiger tar Schrenfs eigne wnttoort wap meinen Brief. 
Freundlich und willig ging er ein auf alle meine Fragen, deren VBerechtigung 
er anerfannte, ee tvir ibm definitiy beriefen. Go getwannen tir die bolle 
Kreudigteit, ign etnguladen. Snnerlich wurde cS uns beiden beim Lefen dtez 
jeS Briefes gang geivif, dak tvir mit diejer Cinladung vor Gott im Redht — 
jeien und menfchlices Dreinreden uns nidt beunrubigen folle. 

Die Fragen, die ich Sdhrenf vorgelegt hatte, beriihrten den gangen givei- 
ten WArtifel pon der Perfon und dem CErlofungswerf Chrijti gar nidt, ebenfo 
auch nteht die Heitlige Sdhrift als Wort Gottes in vollem Ginn. Wir durf- 
ten vorausjeben, dah Scjrenf hierin mit uns auf gleichem Boden jtand. Daz 
gegen Leqte ich ifm furg dar den Cinfluz der englifden Wiianz- Cvangeliften 
in unfern Gemeinden: 

al Gre Neigung, die Heiligung fo darzuftellen, alS ob man durd 
rort{ehreiten in ihr gl einent ,,bdberen Frieden” gelange als durch die Redht- 
fertigung. 

2. Xhre Neigung, die Kreije der ,,Crivedten” und ,Befehrten” 3zuz 
jammengzuf@liegen in einem getvijfen Gegenfak gegen dte Rirdje. 

3. Shre Neiqg<ung, ,,das Brotbrechen” im fleinen Kreis der ,,Glaubi- 
gen” al eine Hibhere Art der Abendmabhlsfeter darzuftelfen. 

4, Sbre Meigung, jede ,,Crwedung” eines Menfden in ihren Ber- 
_fanuntiungen jejon als ,Befehrung” zu iuberjdhaken und da8 Whlegen bez 
jtimmter und iweltlicher Dinge als mero Beichen der ,,Befehrung” Zu 
nehmen. 

5. Ore Lehre von der “Srantaciseraen den Gemeinfdhaftstreijfen, 
die ,entriicdt” gu twerden Hoffen bor der antichriftijden Beit, im Unterfdjied 
vow det ,,firdliden” Glaubigen. 

Go luden twir denn nun Sehrenf ein und baten ihn, vor oder nach jei- 
ner PeterSburger Wrbeit 3 uns nach Reval gu fontmen und in der St. Olaiz 
fire aiwolf Whendverjanunlungen, und an den Nachurittagfiunden Bibel- 
jtunden 3u balten. Co Yatte er e8 felbft vorgefdlagen. 


Nun reichten wir ein bon uns beiden unterfdjriebenes Gefucd an das 
ejtlandifde Nonfiftorium ein, dasfelbe tvolle die Crlaubnis des Minifters des 
Snnern ertwirfern, dak Sdhrent als Xuslander und ohne eine afademifaj-theo- 
logifde Bildung gu bejiken, in der St. Olaifirdhe predigen diirfe. Wir bez 
tonten, da Schrent uns ein Mares Beugnis iiber jeine Stellung zum Bez 
fenntis unfrer Kirche gegeben habe. 

Vm Konfijtorium war damals Ferdinand Luther geiftlider Beijiber 
und trat mit Cntfdhtedenheit gegen cine Vetwilliqung unfers Gefuchs ein. 
Aber Generalfuperintendent Leopold Hoerfdelmann drang mit feiner Anz 
jHhauung durch, dafy da8 Nonjiftorium fein Recht Habe, unfer Gefuch guriid- 
guipeifen; Sejrent fet fein ,Srrlehrer,” fondern ftehe auf unferm Befennt- 
m8, Moge man and) ernfte Bedenfen haben, fo finne man dod) giwet Paz 
jtoren einer Gemeinde e3 nicht verbieten, in ihrer Mire und fiir ihre Ge- 
meinde den Verjuch mit einer Arbeit gu machen, von der’ fie die fefte Goff- 
mung Hatten, dafs fiir das Gemeindeleben ein Segen daraus entftehen fonne 
und twerde. Das Konfjijtorium gab unjer Gefich weiter. Ym General- 
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fonfijforinm ftanden jich ebenjo giwei verfdiedene Anfcyauungen gegeniiber, 
aben e8 entfdied fiir Edjrenfs Verufung. Der Minifter gab feine Bu- 
© ftimmtung. 

Mun ftand uns nod eine fdjivere Wufgabe bevor: auf unferm Paz 
ftoralabend in Reval den andern WmtSbritdern e3 mitzuteilen, dah. wir 
Serenf berufen Hatten. Wir twupten, dak wir faft lauter Widerfpruch be- 
gegnen fviirden und dak unfer Beharren auf der Verufung un3 twerde aus- 
gelegt werden nicht nur als bedenflide methodiftifde Neigung unfers per- 
fanlidjen geiftliden Lebens, jondern auch als Cigenfinn imbd Lieblofigfeit qe- 
gen Die andern Briidern mit ihren Bedenfen. 

Wn givei aufeinander folgenden Pajtoralabenden haben mir itber diefe 
rage mit den WmitSbritdern gefproden. Seffe, nad) feiner fanften und fried- 
Trebenden Weife, redete in foldh einem Kampf nicht viel. Cr iiberlieR e3 mir, 
aber doch fo, dak er feine vollfommene Uebereinftimmung mit mir flar aus- 
fprach und betonte, dak er in feiner Weije von mir ,beeinflupt” fei gegen 
feine eigne Ueberzeugung. Coviel ich mich erinnere, ftand feiner der anz 
dern Wmtsbriider riichaltlos neben un3. Gelbjt unfer Generalfuperintenz 
dent hatte fich von fich aus nicht entfchloffen, unfern Sejritt gu tun. Ent: 
fctedene Gegner twaren mebhrere. Namentlid) die Pajtoren der eftnifchen 
Gemeinden Hatten fchwere Sorgen, da eine Cvangelijation in der deutfchen 
“Rirde eine hodft bedenflide Midiwirfung auf die methodiftifa gerichteten 
Streije ihrer Gemeinden haben fonnte; und gerade fie mdgen e3 mir und 
Hefje als ein unbriiderliches und [ieblofes Verhalten angeredhnet haben, daf 
wir doe auf SdirenfS Verufung beftanden. C3 wurde an unfer Geiwiffen 
appelfiert bon andrer Geite, day twir in unfern Gemeinden die geiftliche Ge- 
nupfucht reizen, Das geordnete Predigtamt Herabjeben und die Vorijtellung 
erfveden fwiirden, dak nicht das ,Wort Gottes” das eigentlidh den ,Glauz 
ben” WWirfende fet, fondern die Perjonlicdfeit des RMedenden und feine anz 
qeblich bejondre Begabung, alfo direfter Perjonenz und Fleifchesfultus! 

Hefje und ich batten ja blind jein miijfen, wenn wir nicht in manden 
Ddiefer Cintvendungen Stiicfe bon Wahrheit anerfannt und zugegeben Hatten. 
Uber anderfeits tvar e3 uns flar, dah felbft der Wpoftel Paulus den Wilnz 

-fden der forinthijden Gemeinde, die den glangenden Prediger Apollos her- 
beifebnten, nicht entgegengetreten ijt. Wuuch er ift fir einen WAustaufdh der 
Gaben gewefen. Wir baten die Amtsbriider, mit denen tvir uns nicht ver- 
ftandigen fonnten, fwenigitens nidjt an unfrer briiderlicden Liebe gu ifnen 
gu gtveifeln, ivenn fir doch feft blicben in Dem begonnenen Werf. Aber wir 
hatte doch beide fchwer gu tragen an dem Gegenfab, der fich auch fehr bald 
in die Rreife der Gemeinde, fpegiell auch unfrer eignen fortpflangte. 

Ende Oftober traf Schrenf bei un ein mit feiner Frau. Gie iwohn- 
ten bet uns. %m Gonntagnachmittag um fiinf Uhr (28. Oftober 1900) pre- 
digte Sdjrenf iiber die Verufung de3 Matthaus (Matthaus 9, 9—13). Die 
Kirche toar fdjon vor fiinf Uhr fo gefiillt, tie fonjt nur am Karfreitag, oder 
nod ftarfer. Die Predigt flug ein und fehlug durd. C3 ijt mir noch twie 
Heute erinnerlich, tie mein Sohn Traugott nach dem Gottesdienjt ftrahlend 
3u feiter Mutter fam und gang erfiillt bon dem Gebhorten gu ihr fagte: Das 
war da8 Programm!” Darin taufdte er fich allerdings, wenn er meinte, 
Schrenf wiirde die folgende Rede an diefe erfte anfniipfen und fie nach ver- 
fchiedenen Geiten durchfiihren, Das gefdhah feinesiveg3. “Gchrenf tvar 
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abfolut fein Syftematifer in der Anordnung feiner Reden. Yur Gegentetl. 
Die Erlebniffe in der Sprecftunde fonnten ihn dazu bringen, einen fiir den 
YWhend fdon ausgewablten Tert aufgugeben und einen andern gu nehmen. * 

Charafteriftijeh fiir Schrenf twar die Cinfadheit der Sprade; der 
jehlichtefte Zubhdrer fonnte jedes Wort voll Geift und Leben, getragen von 
dem heiligen Ernjt der Stunde und von der Liebe gu den Seelen, denen ev 
bas Evangelium von dem gropen Siimderheiland bringen durfte. Dan 
cnipfand e8, Iwie grof} thm die Verantivortlichfeit war fiir fetne Wrbeit, und 
foie fie aus HetRemt Gebet Hervordrang. Und war die gange Rede -auker- 
ordentlic) [ebendig, an die Herzen und Geivijfen greifend, und durd) die 
wiille cingeftreuter Beifpiele, faft alle ans Schrenfs eiqner Yrbeit, fo fonfret 
und praftifd), bak man niitlebte. Wher das Schonite mar die Narbheit des 
Evangeliums vow dev freien Gnade in der Erldjfung, Vefu. Mie tourde dtefe 
Sreudenbot|Gaft abgejchiwacht mit ,twenn” und ,,aber,“ jondern das ganze 
Xocen der Ciebe Sefu fam aunt volliter Wiusorud.  CGebhr ernjte Bone im 
Rufen gur Bupe und Befehrinig gingen meijt an die Selbjtgerechten und 
Uebergeijtlicien. Dem fernftehenden Hdrer brachte er die ganze Liebe Got- 
ie8, die nicht den Tod des Siinders, fornrdern feine Rettuny sill, mit einer. 
jolchen Freudigfeit und Vertrauen zu der Kraft Gottes im Cvangelium nabe, 
ivie ich inich faunt erinnern fatin, eS je in folder Weife gqehirt au haben. 
Sier lag gang ehne Yinetfel die Macht der Rede Schrenfs iiber die Hergen. 
Xch felbjt war von Tag 3u Tag mehr iiberivaltigt pon dicjer Gabe, Gefes 
und Cbvangelium Hearfharf auseinanderguhalten, fo dah Schrents Cvan- 
geliumsvertiimbdiquna tirflicy vollfommen vein war. Und twenn er Gefels 
veriltiwdigen mupte, fo tar auch das Der Buchtmetfter auf Chrijtus bin. Da- 
bint aielte ihm alles. 

Taglich hatte ich den Cindrucé, twice biel ich fiir mich felbjt, fiir meine 
Ceele getvann, und twte viel id) als Prediger fir unjre Gemeinde Hier gu 
Ternen hatte. Und taglich war ich Gott dantbar, dak er Schrenf zu uns ge- 
fii§rt hatte: Unfer Generalfuperintendent, der jeden Abend in. der Kirde 
ivar, fagte: ,,Werni ich doch alle meine jungen Paftoren tataqlich. bier unter 
der Rangel haben feuntel”.. Und vtele Paftoren aus dem Land haben ver- 
jucht, Dieje Predigten mit anguhdren. cer 

Sebr tief und erbauend waren Sehrenfs Bibelftunden an den Radj- 
inittagen itber Sohamnies 14 und 15. ze 

Von den Sprechftunden fan ich nur fagen, dak fie von Tag gu, Taq 
jtacfer befucht waren, fo dak fie fidy allmahlich auf dret Stunden ausdehn- 
ten, Dabei wwies Sebrent die Gemeindeglieder immer twieder an ibre eignen 
Seclforger. Mir felbjt qgehirte gum Sdhonjten in diefer Bett Die Gebet8qe- 
meinjhaft mit Dem alten Bruder. 

Der Vefuch der Verfanmlungen wuchs taglid, fo bak die -gewaltige 
Kirche iiberfillt war, bis auf den lebten Stehplak vollftandia gefiillt. Gebr 
biele Manner twaren unter den OHdrern; auch aus gebildeten Rreifen famen 
ganz regelmapig jeden bend auch jolche, die man fonjt fehr jelten in der 
Kirche jah. Die elfte Verjanumlung Hielt Schrenk fiir Manner allein, ohne 
Qulaffung von Frauen. WZ wir um 8% Uhr die Kirche betraten, mar fie 
vollftindig von Mannern bejebt, fajt ebenfo dicht twie an den andern Wben- 
den. € waren mindejtens viertaufend. Untuillfiirlid) rief Seffe aus: Wo 
fo biel Manner hat Reval!“ x 
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Ser legte Abend, der givdlfte, war vielleidht der ergreifendjte. Whe 
oder die aifermetite Hover ftanden unter dem tiefen Gindruct, in den leb- 
ten Tagen etivas empfangen gu Gaben, wie fie e3 in diefer Weife nod) nie 
erlebt Batten. 

Mix ging durel De Seele die Frage: Werden wir Pajtoren e& vere 
tteben, die twirklid) tiefer angefahten Geelen tvciter gu leiten? Wber vor allem 
tbertwog dod) Der Dani gegen Gott fiir a8, waz er uns gegeben hatte. 

uf dent nachjten Paftoralabend wurde an Hejfe und mid die Rrage 
geftellt, toelches denn die ,Frucht” der Cvangelifation fet. Xj antiwortete: 
/Xteber Bruder, zeigt mir die Frucht eurer Arbeit; dann twill ic} auf eure 
Srage UWnttwort geben. Cind wir denn Methodiften geworden, dah fit uns 
einbilden mochten, gretfbare ,,friihte” bon jeder Wrbeit aufiweifen gu 
fonnen ?“ 

SH babe allerdings in der Folgegeit manche cingelne Frishte Schrenks 
fehen diirfen. Unfre Gottesdienjte wurden bon mehr Mannern befuchi als 
frither. Wud) in ver Seelforge feblie e3 nicht an den Folgen jener Prette- 
ten. Wher das metjte blieb doch twohl vor unfern Wugen verborgen und tvar 
nur Gott befannt. Fir mich felbft habe ich ftarfe Nachwirhingen in meinem 
perfonliden Leben, aber auch in meiner Arhet: gehabt. Ganz unbeabjict- 
tigt ift Schrenfs Arbeit auch fiir mid eine Veranlajfiung georden, Cvariz 
gelifationZarbeit 3u tun. Freilich nicdjt tm -geringjten als eine Ropie der 
Wrbeit Sdjrenfs; ja jogar in etngelnen Stitcden tm betwuften Unterfdieh 
von feiner Weife. Schren£ reihte feine Predigten lofe aneinanter, ohne einen 
Seftimmten Fort{djrut bon einer Predigt zur ondern. Jn meiner Art ery 
°3 mehr, innerlic) gujammenhangende Predigtreiben gu Halter. um der Ge-z 
meinde die grofen Zujammenbange in dem Wort Gottes gu vermitteln. 

Mber die ganze Evangelijation Schrenfs hatte en Narhipiel, das twir 
-nicht ertwartet batten. Wuf der Dorpater Yanuar-RNonfereng im Yahre 1902 
twurde ein heftiger Wnariff gegen ibn und feine Wrbeit erhoben. C3 gab eine 
madtia erregte Wusjprace, in der alle Spiken der Nonfereng fich zujanunenz 
getan Hatten zu einem Rebergericht iiber diefes auslandijhe Smportgetvachs, 
die Ebangelifation. Mit aller Kraft der Dialeftif und mit aller Scharfe des 
MrteilZ tourde in Bortragen und Reden von Profeffor Wlerander v. Oet- 
tingen, Ferdinand Luther, Wittrocf und noch mandjen andern das Urteil feft- 
geftellt, dak ,Cbangelifation” nad Name, Geift und Praxis volliq un- 
futherifd, ungefund methodijtijd fet und nur jhadigend auf das _getitlide 
Leben dex Gemeinde twirfen fonne. Beh und mein Sohn Traugott vertraten 
faft allein das Recht der Cvangelijation biblijd und gefchichtlich, tvobei wir 
natirlic&) jcarf fohieden givifden einer auf firdliden Grundjagen und 
lautherifdem ‘BSefenntnis ftehenden Cvangelijation (iwie Die Sdhrenf3) und 
einer betouft freifircdhlid) oder feftiererifd) twirfenden. C3 half und nichts. 
Diefe Unterfdiede tourden nicht anerfannt. Die groRe Menge der Ver- 
fammlung fdtvieg, teil die meijten wohl innerlic&) nod) unflar in. diefer 
Krage waren und unter dem Cinfluf landlaufiger Vorurtetle und getviffer 
Sdlagwirter ftanden, die in Wirklicdhfeit doch die Hauptangriffsivaffen unjrer 
Gegner waren. Wber die Bahn war doch gebrocjen, und als 1907 Sdhrent 
wieder nad Petersburg und Reval fam, wurde er auch nad) Dorpat eine 
geladen von Wittrod felbft, und ebenfo nach Miga und Mtitau. Auch nach 
Mostau war er dringend gebeten worden, mufte aber tegen Crfranfung 
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abjagent. Das tourde die Veranlafjung, dak id) nach drei Yahren 1910 3u 
meiner ‘erften Evangelifations-Arbeit nad Mosfau berufen wurde: 

WS Sdhrenf uns nad feinet giveiten Arbeit verlaffen hatte, fchloffen 
jich fie mich ernfte Crmagungen an fie, die fic} allmabhlich gu der Neber- 
zeugung augbildeten: 1. Die augerordentlid) ftarfe Beteiligung der Ge- 
meinde an den Verjammlungen madjte e3 mir gewif, dak diefe Arbeit einem 
pringenden — tenn auch nod} nicht far definierten — Gediirfnis in unjerm 
firelichen Gemeindeleben entfpridt und entgegenfommt. Tritt fo ftaxt das 
Bediirfnis der Gemeinde gutage, dann ijt e3 heilige Pflicht, dasjelbe gu’ ‘ftuz 
Dieren, um e8 flar zu erfennen, und dann auf feine Vefriedigung hinguarbet- 
ten. Tun mir das nicht, fo find twir unferfeits fduld an ethem Verfitns- 
merit des firdhliden Gemeindeleben3. Wir diirfen un3 da nicht beflagen, 
twenn einerfeits gute lebendige Glieder unfrer Gemeinde fich bon uns ab- 
foenden und augerhalb unfrer Rircde Vefriedigung rer Bediurfnijje fuchen, 
und wenn anbderfeits ,,entfircjlichte und reliqids anderSdenfende Clemente” 
(denen unfer ,Rirchentum” unfympathijc getvorden ijt) fich immer tveiter 
bon uns entfernen, teil die Kirche fid tweigert, ifnen etwas anderes al3 die 
SGonntagSpredigt gu bieten. WS ich dieje Gedanfen 1907 einem fehr ernften 
Amtsbruder ausfprach, anttvortete er: ,Na, ja, e3 tft Hochjte Beit! Wher 
unfre ,Rirde’ fommt ja immer einen oder einige Pojttage zu jpat, tenn andre 
ihr das Vejte fon voriweggenommen haben.” 

' €3 war mir aber aud flar geworden, dak tvir einen Cvangeliften von 
der Niidhternheit und dem Haren Vefenntnisftand Sdhrenfs aus Deutfdhland 
twohl nie wieder befommen tiirden. Geine ganz bervorragende Segabung 
alg Brediger, dabei fein flares Stehen auf reformatorijfdem Boden, fein 
Ernft, der Entgleifungen nicht vorfommen lief, tote fie einem hodhft bedeu- 
tenden Cvangeliften Yeider mancdmal unterliefen, das alle3 toar fdjiwerlid) 
bet irgend einem herborragenderen Gvangeliften in Deutfdland gu finden. 
Bugleich madjte die j&huldige Mitcidht auf Rebaler Vritder und Gemeinde 
glieder, die fic) bisher vollig ablehnend gegen Evangelijation berhalten hat- 
ten, e3 unbedingt gur Pflicht, nicht iiber die Durch Sdhrenfs Perfonlidfeit und 
Art dargeftellte Vinie Hinauszugehen. Wber ebenfo deutlich twar ¢3, dah 
1itijre ftarf nach Changelifation berlangenden Gemeindeglieder ein Sede hat- 
tett) bon un8 beadhtet gu werden. 

Go drangte mein Ginnen auf eine andre Lofung diejer Frage. Diefe . 
war: dak tvir eine eigne firdhlide Changelifation braucjen, feft eingegliedert 
in den Organismus unfrer Landesfirde und aus ihm herauswadfend, nidt 
immer bon aufen importiert. Gin und toteder modjte dies noc immer gut 
Jein, toenn fwir die ridjtige Perfonlichfeit fanden, damit tir frife Unreans 
aind Vorbildser hatten, von denen twir Ternen fonnen. 
braudt eigne, einheimifde Cvangelifation. Liegt bier twirklid) eit! Lebens- 
bediirfnis bor, dann twird Gott auch die der Gemeinde notinendigen Gaben 
extvecter. 

Snv Oftober 1909 tar id) gum Reformationsfeft nach Mosfaii einge- 
laden tvorden gu einer Feltpredigt der /Unterftiibungstaffe” (gleichbedeutend 
mit bem Guftav-Adolf-Verein in Deutfdgland) am Wend des Refotmations: 
feftes. “Che teh Mosfau verliek, fragte mid ein AmtSbruder, ob id toh! an 
'Edjrenfs Stelle nad) Mosfau fommen twiirde, wenn eine Aufforderung an 
‘mich erginge. Sch fornte nicht fofort flare Wntwort geben, tat e3 aber, als 
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dann die formelle Cinladung fam, wenn auch mit etwas zaghaftem Herzen. 
Sdon im Yanuar 1910 fuhr id) nach Mostau, um gwslf Predigten ,, Aus 
dem inivendigen Leben” gu alten. Qm Gedrange der Arbeit de3 Yabhres- 
fcblufjes hatte ich fie nicht wortlich ausarbeiten fonnen, wohl aber genau ent- 
worfen. €3 {ind im Grunde diefelben Vortrage, die fpater unter dem Titel 
7Alus dent imvendigen Leben” im Drud erfdienen find, nachdem id} fie in 
Deutidland nocmals gehalten hatte. Che ich nach Mosfau fubr, hatte ich 
mir die Zuftimmung meiner Gemeindevertretung und unjers eftlandifden 
Konfijtoriums erbeten, und ebenfo hatte das Mosfauer Konfijtorium fich fiir 
Diefe Arbeit erflart. Damit mar fie gang auf firdlichen Boden geftellt. Sn 
der Wusfiihrung war gewif noch eine ftarfe Anlehnung an das 3u fpiiren, tas 
id bon Sdhrenf3 Arbeit gelernt hatte. Und doch war ich wefentlich felbftandig. 
Das trat nod ftarfer herbor, al3 ich nad get Qahren tiederum nach Moskau 
eingelabden tourde und nun aidlf Vortrage unter dem Hauptthema: ,,Jefus 
bon Nagareth, jeine Perjon und fein Werf,” dort hielt. Qn diefen Reden 
trat nod) enticiedDener meine Cigentiimlichfeit hervor, gang im Bentrum des 
Chriftenglaubens ftehende- Gebiete der Lehre und des Lebens gufammen- 
hangend der Gemeinde borgufiihren, um fie gur Stellungna}me und Entfcet- 
dung aufgufordern. Sch habe auch diefe Ieden fpater in Deutjchland wie- 
derbolt. 

&3 gehdrt 3u den deutlidften Fihrungen Gottes ini Menfchenleben, dah 
die Unfange einer fpateren Wrbeit oder Entwidlung vor unfern eignen Wugen. 
noch berborgen jind, wahrend Gott un3 fdon innerlich fiir die Bufunft vor- 
bereitet. Go ijt e3 auch mir jebt in Deut{dhland gang flar, dak Gott durch 
SdrenfS Kommen nach Reval und durch meine daran anfniipfende Cvanz 
gelifation3-Urbeit in Nosfau, fpater in Dorpat, in Mitau und aud) in der 
eignen Gemeinde mich {con den Weg hat betreten lafjen, auf tweldjen er 
mich nach dem Verlajfen der alten Heimat ftellen wollte. Bet meinem hobhen 
Witer tare nicht daran gu denfen getvejen, daf ich in Deutfdland eine r- 
beit in einer Gemeinde hatte finden fonnen. Nun darf ich jene mehr bei- 
(aufige und berfudjStvetfe Urbeit hier tvetter treiben. 

Und anderfeits hat Gott mir durch die’ beftimmte Lubherifch-fonfeffionelle 
Ridtung, in die er mich gefihrt sea fiir meine Gvangelifations-WUrbeit einen 
pe mate getuicten: d san und Lebert.“) 


The Lutheran Dilemma 
By Herman F. REISSIG 


The Lutheran Church faces a heart-breaking dilemma. To under- 
stand this dilemma it is necessary to appreciate one important fact 
concerning the character of Lutheranism. Outside the Lutheran church 
the impression is. widespread that most Lutherans are fundamentalists. 
In public speeches, in conversation, and in the papers it is often in- 
ferred. that: Lutheranism and fundamentalism are in essential agree- 
ment. This is usually simply taken for granted. It is not argued or 
debated; it is accepted as a self-evident fact. As one prominent min- 
ister of another denomination asked, “If the Lutherans are not funda- 
mentalists, what are they?” This impression is partly due to state- 
ments made by Lutheran ministers who, though really they are not 
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fundamentalists at all, do seem to indicate by their attitude toward 
liberal Christianity that they belong in the opposite camp. Partly, it 
is the result simply of carelessness about the facts, illustrating a truth 
vigorously expressed by Havelock Hllis, “It is ony on extremes that 
the indolent popular mind can rest.” And finally, the impression that 
Lutheranism and fundamentalism are of the same essential spirit and 
purpose has had its gensis in the fact that some who call themselves 
Lutherans are not Lutherans at all, but, to use adjectives which Dr. 
Macartney had applied to another nuisance, ‘old-fashioned, uneducated, 
unevolved, undecorated” fundamentalists. Even where Lutheranism 
and fundamentalism are not linked together there is little or no under- 
standing as to what the Lutherans do stand for. 
Lutheranism Not Fundamentalism 

But Lutheranism and fundamentalism are not members of the same 
family. They are not even neighbors. Luther was no fundamentalist, 
despite the fact that he substituted for an infallible church an infallible 
Bible, not perceiving, as Cardinal Newman did, that the two cannot 
consistently be separated. It is not necessary to argue this point. No 
one who has taken the pains to know the true Luther would say that 
his spirit is the spirit of modern fundamentalism. He has as little in 
common with modern fundamentalists as he had with the German 
theologians who, in the succeeding, era, hardened his great, Hberal 
gospel of grace into a cold formalism and a narrow creedalism. The 
true Lutherans of today are folk who get their inspiration and their 
guiding principles from the broad spirit which wrote the Lutheran 
- catechism and the essay on “The Freedom of the Christian Man,” not 
from the theologians of the seventeenth century, and much less from 
modern fundamentalist writers. 

Dr. Charles Jacobs, dean of the graduate school at the Lutheran 
seminary at Mount Airy, Philadelphia, has recently written a little book 
called ‘The Way.” The book is not theological in character. It was 
written to give to laymen a simple yet essentially adequate statement 
of the main facts of the Christian faith, its sub-title being, “A Little 
Book of Christian Truth.” It is safe to say that no fundamentalist 
would recommend this book. It requires of its readers no belief in 
literal inspiration, in the visible second coming of Christ, in a substi- 
tutionary atonement, or in the doctrine of the virgin birth. Now) if 
one is a fundamentalist it would be impossible to write a book, even 
for laymen, Without ‘insisting on these things. Yet Dr. Jacobs is recog- 
nized both by Lutherans and by theologians of other denominations as 
a representative Lutheran. 

Or take a book of essays published in 1925 by a group of Lutherans 
and dedicated to the president of the same seminary. Two of the 
essays are contributed by professors of Mount Airy seminary, one by 
the president of a prominent Lutheran college, Muhlenburg, and two 
by recognized Lutheran pastors. The book bears the title, “Theological 
Studies.” Here again there is no fundamentalism. The characteristic 
fundamentalist emphases are not to be found. If it be asked what 
is the theological viewpoint of the book, the answer is, Lutheran. For 
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if Lutheran theologians are not fundamentalists, neither are they mod- 
ernists. : 
Neither Fundamentalist Nor Modernist 

Thousands of Christians today are dissatisfied both with funda- 
mentalism and with modernism. Among these are all true Lutherans. 
The writer some time ago faced the examining committee of one of the 
Lutheran synods. He was not recommended for reception into the synod 
because his interpretation of certain parts of the apostle’s creed was 
not held to be sufficiently literal. This establishes the anti-modernist 
character of the committee. But when a member of the committee 
‘asked the applicant if he had heard any of Dr. John Roach Straton’s 
speeches in the debates with Dr. Potter a second member held up his 
hands in horror, assuring the man who had put the question that if 
he agreed with Dr. Straton he was no Lutheran. And the minister 
who protested against making Dr. Straton’s views a criterion is gen- 
erally regarded by Lutherans as a capable theologian, while the other 
is not. Again and again one hears the president of a Lutheran synod, 
or a Lutheran professor, or a Lutheran pastor protest that, while he 
is not a modernist, he is just as certainly not a fundamentalist. And 
this is usually true. Though it may safely be added that the thinking 
Lutheran, if he knows what his church ideally stands for, has more 
actual sympathy with what the liberal is trying to do than with the 
fundamentalists. 

Lutherans regard Lutheranism as a via media between fundamen- 
talism on the one hand, and modernism on the other. When modern 
protestant Christians are divided into modernists and fundamentalists, 
they would add,—and Lutherans; though they might not necessarily 
mean that even this three-fold grouping included everyone. What, then, 
are some of the characteristics of Lutheranism which, to some, seem 
to make it theologically distinctive? [It should be understood that 
Lutheranism, as it is here conceived, is not the Lutheranism, by any 
means, of every Lutheran pulpit nor of every Lutheran theological pro- 
fessor; it is the Lutheranism of Martin Luther and of men like Arch- 
bishop Soderblom and Dr. Ihmels of Leipzig, as well as of thousands 
of Lutheran thinkers.] 

Not Premillennial 

‘Lutheranism is not premillennial. Luther definitely rejected the 
idea of an earthly church consisting only of the redeemed, all their 
enemies having been previously destroyed. Lutheranism, while it in- 
sists on calling the Bible “an infallible rule of faith and practice,” has 
never used the Bible in the mechanical, undiscriminating way that is 
characteristic of fundamentalism. It has always made the new testa- 
ment the criterion by which the old testament is to be judged. It 
believes that no part of the scriptures is to be interpreted apart from 
the light thrown upon it by every other part. Instead of making the 
Bible as a book its standard of faith, it makes central and definitive the 
life of Christ, teaching that the Bible gets its real importance from 
its testimony to and witness of him. Thus, for Lutheranism the final 
authority is not a book, but a living personality. At the Lutheran 
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world conference held in Leipzig in 1924 the importance of no principle 
was more constantly emphasized than that of the centrality of Christ, 
both in the scriptures and for the life of the Christian. Indeed, Dr. 
thmels, probably the greatest living Lutheran theologian, seems to 
think that it is, in some sense, the peculiar mission of the Lutheran 
church to hold high this principle. Luther, to quote the Lutheran 
Cyclopedia, “regards all theology as beginning and ending with the 
doctrine of Christ. God is known only in and through Christ; and 
Christology, therefore, covers ail theology.” Now, such a principle 
as this, constantly applied, is the strongest possible safeguard against 
fundamentalism. 
Miracles 

Lutheranism does not belittle miracle and is not friendly to any 
attempt to explain it away. Neither does it attach to the miraculous 
element in the Bible a primary or final importance. It treats the mir- 
acles after the manner of Philips Brooks, who was always interested 
only in their significance for the spiritual life. While belief in the 
virgin birth is still insisted upon, a representative Lutheran theologian 
has recently declared that this doctrine has been elevated out of all 
proportion to its real importance. He calls the dispute about the doc- 
trine “non-essential.” And this may truly be said to be the position 
of Lutheranism. The writer does not know a single Lutheran minister 
who is unwilling to commit himself as to the fact of the virgin birth, 
but he knows dozens, including theological professors, who hold that 
belief in it is not essential. Lutheranism has-no quarrel with the 
doctrine of evolution. Because of its insistence upon the primacy of 
the spiritual element in the Bible it sees no irreconcilable conflict be- 
tween the evolutionary hypothesis and the book of Genesis. 

With respect to the sacraments, Lutheranism has steered pretty 
safely between the scylla and the charybdis which have always stood 
over against each other threatening, on the one side, to degrade the 
sacraments to bare and uninspiring symbols, and, on the other side, to 
attach to them magic-working powers. The Lutheran practices baptism 
by sprinkling, but he freely admits that baptism by immersion occurred 
in the early church and he recognizes the validity of any baptism ad- 
ministered in the name of the triune God. If you ask him if he believes 
that baptism is necessary to salvation he will answer, yes. But he does 
not hold that the unbaptized are necessarily lost, since he makes much 
of the principle “non neglectus sed contemptus sacramenti damnat.” 
Luther was particularly sane in his treatment of baptism. For him 
baptism was no magic; the water in itself had no wonder-working 
powers. He did believe, however, that God bestows in baptism an inner 
and spiritual grace. ; 


Sacraments 
In like manner, the Lutheran doctrine of the Lord’s supper is a 
middle road between one view which makes this sacrament the sine 
qua non of Christianity and the other view which finds its only value 
in a dim and uncreative act of remembrance. Lutheranism does not 
hold the doctrine of transubstantiation nor, despite many statements 
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to the contrary, the doctrine of consubstantiation. Yet for the Lutheran 
the Lord’s Supper is a solemn, life-giving, and deeply significant ser- 
vice. He makes much of the “real presence” of Christ in the sacra- 
ment. To be sure, the Lutheran view of the Lord’s Supper is based 
upon a somewhat too subtle distinction, which most people have diffi- 
culty in grasping—as witness the persistence with which non-Lutheran 
theologians assert that the Lutheran church teaches consubstantiation. 
It is a good example of the over-intellectualism of the older theology. 
Lutheranism insists on interpreting the words, “This is my body,” “This 
is my blood,” literally, rejecting the view that the bread and the wine 
symbolize the body and the blood of Christ. Yet it vigorously repu- 
diates both transubstantiation and consubstantiation. No doubt it is 
possible to maintain a view different from all of these. But the dis- 
tinction is too subtle to be of real help to the communicant, and Lu- 
therans, it would seem, ought not to be too strenuous in their condem- 
nation of either the symbolic or the absolutely literal interpretation. 
However that may be, Lutheranism has helped to keep us from ex- 
tremes in our treatment of this sacrament. And so long as the Lu- 
theran pastor does not attempt to define the ‘real presence” of Christ, 
his people will be inclined to regard this sacrament with appropriate 
reverence, receive it joyfully, and be greatly blessed by it. 

Such, in brief, are some of the characteristics of Lutheranism. 
Now as to the dilemma. It consists in this: Lutheranism is neithers 
fundamentalist nor modernist. It has a message which avoids the 
defects of both. But there are in the Lutheran church many funda- 
mentalists, and these pseudo-Lutherans are numerous enough and in- 
fluential enough to make it very uncomfortable for any of their brethren 
who would attempt to assert clearly and publicly what the real position 
of Lutheranism is. These fundamentalists within the Lutheran fold 
would resent the implication that they are fundamentalists. They 
call themselves Lutherans. They are mistaken. They are fundamen- 
talists. In their insistence on the necessity of belief in the virgin 
birth of Christ, in the conflict they see between the theory of evolution 
and the divine creation of man, in their indiscriminate use of the 
Bible, as if its every word were inspired by God, in their hostility to 
the methods of the higher criticism, in their generally unsympathetic 
attitude towards modern science, in their vigorous defense of the idea 
of “Lutheran altars for Lutheran people and Lutheran pulpits for 
Lutheran preachers” they put themselves clearly on the side of the 
fundamentalists. These men are in the majority in Lutheran official- 
dom. And the officials of the synods control Lutheran colleges and 
seminaries and have no intention of winking at liberal views on the 
part of the pastors. No Lutheran pastor, for example, would think of 
disagreeing as freely and as publicly with the president of his synod 
ag an Episcopalian rector disagrees with his bishop. No Lutheran 
professor or pastor in America who is an exponent of true Lutheran- 
ism, which is not a narrow and intolerant but essentially a broad and 
liberal message, dares unhesitatingly and unequivocally to state his 
position on the floor of his synod in the presence of his fellow-ministers. 
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Such plain speaking upon theological subjects as is heard, say, on the 
floor of the Presbyterian general assembly is unthinkable in a body 
of Lutherans. It will not always be so. For these vital matters, so 
long suppressed, much as Lutherans may dislike it, are bound to be 
brought out into the open. Yet such has been, and still is, the situation. 


For those who see clearly and who believe that Lutheranism has 
a message for this generation this is a literally heart-breaking dilemma. 
If people call you unfair names or if, at best, they do not understand 
you, and you are prohibited from making yourself clear, you will not 
feel very happy about it. And if, in addition, you think you could 
really be quite friendly and helpful if only you could get a chance to 
state your case, then your unhappiness is aggravated. Lutheranism, so 
the Lutherans believe, has a message for the distraught and perplexed 
religious world of today. But the voice of Lutheranism is not clear 
and compelling and reassuring because it is muffled in the house of 
its friends.—Christian Century. 


What Holds Churches Together? 


By H. RicHArD NIEBUHR 


Most programs for the unification of Christendom are afflicted 


with the intellectualist fallacy. Both in their diagnosis of the disease © 


- and in their recommendation of a remedy they fall into the error of 
thinking in creedal terms of denominations as well as of faith as a 
whole. They regard the churches, sects and groups as associations 
gathered around formulations of belief and as possessing their dis- 
tinctive characteristics in their confessions of faith. Until very re- 
cently the only study of denominational characteristics and differences 
carried on in theological schools was the study of “symbolics,” which 
taught the student that a man was a Presbyterian because he sub- 
scribed to the Westminster confession, or.a Lutheran because he be- 
lieved the content of the Augsburg confession or a Roman Catholic 
because he assented to the decrees of the council of Trent. This method 
of defining the character of the denominations is as fallacious as would 
be the attempt to define the present character of American political 
parties on the basis of their platforms or of the manifestos issued by 
their early leaders. 


Man Not Primarily Intellectual 

The error is based upon an incorrect apprehension of human na- 
ture—the idea that it is primarily intellectual—and upon an incorrect 
view of the social groups, the churches. These are regarded as free 
associations of individuals who have contracted to work and worship 
together because they believe the same things. It leaves out of account 
the fact that the churches are true social groups, subject to the various 
influences which play on every society within the larger complex of a 
culture and that as societies they are not contractual relationships 
but growing organisms in which a variegated social heritage plays at 
least as important a part as does the creed of individual members. In 
its beginnings a church may have stood for certain principles of belief 
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and practice because the individuals who composed it held those prin- 
ciples; now the individuals believe because the church does. A man 
is not a Baptist because he believes in adult baptism by immersion but 
he believes in adult baptism by immersion because he is a- Baptist. 


When the sociai character of the denominations becomes apparent 
to us we realize that the theological approach is quite insufficient to 
do justice to denominational characteristics and that a sociology of 
the denominations is needed to do that. The sociological approach 
calls our attention to the fact that theological differences are often 
the result of more fundamental differences in sociological structure 
and to the further fact that the character of the churches is due at 
least as much to non-religious, social influences as to creedal back- 
ground. 

Three Types of Christianity 

In his great work on “The Social Doctrines of the Christian 
Churches and Groups” the German historian and theologian, Troeltsch, 
defines three types of Christianity, distinguished primarily by their 
varying sociological structure and only as a result by theological differ- 
ences. The three types are church, sect and mysticism. The first rep- 
resents the dominantly social type of Christianity; the last is so com- 
pletely individualistic that it rarely brings forth real groups or asso- 
ciations. The sect occupies an intermediate position. 


An interesting point in Troeltsch’s differentiation of the character 
of church and sect is his tracing of doctrinal differences back to an 
original difference in sociological structure. The Christ-dogma, for 
instance, which itself grew out of the social need of the first commu- 
nity, receives a very different interpretation according to its develop- 
ment in church or sect or mysticism. The Christ of the church is 
the Saviour who accomplished salvation and justification once and for 
all through his work and who grants the results of this work to the 
individual by means of his continuous miraculous activity in the world, 
the work and the sacraments of the church. The Christ of the sect 
is the Lord, the pattern and lawgiver, who possesses divine dignity 
and authority, who leads his community through shame and misery 
to a salvation which has not yet been really accomplished but which 
will be completed at the time of his return. The Christ of mysticism 
is an inner spiritual principle, present in every manifestation of reli- 
gious feeling. What is true of the Christ dogma is true of other 
doctrines. The fundamental difference of sociological character ex- 
presses itself in corresponding differences of creed. 


Social Factors Behind Churches 

When the problem of denominationalism is approached from this 
point of view it becomes apparent that differences in creed and polity 
form amore serious barrier to Christian unity than is generally recog- 
nized. In our non-theological time creedal differences seem unim- 
portant to many and unity appears to be an easily attainable goal. 
But back of creedal expressions lie more stubborn sociological struc- 
tures which will not yield so readily to efforts at harmonization. 
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The sociological study of denominationalism does not confine itself 
to the examination of the fundamental social structures which lie back 
of creed and polity. It seeks also to understand to what extent social 
factors in the complex culture wherein Christian denominations exist 
have influenced the rise and the development of the groups. 

It need not be denied that intellectual considerations play a larger 
role in the social as well as in the individual life than it is the present 
fashion to concede. Yet it is evident also, even to the casual observer, 
that the division and subdivision of Christianity and the tenacity with 
which the resultant groups cling to their separate identities are due 
to other than intellectual causes. The creeds, it seems, are often 
rationalizatiens of organizations and established customs whose origin 
was due to less noble but more effective motives than the averag de- 
nominational theology furnishes. Among these moving forces, respon- 
sible for much of our denominationalism, racial and economic factors 
play an important part. In some cases they are responsible for the 
rise of new groups; in almost all cases they must be held accountable 
for the preservation of group identities. The churches and the sects 
are racial and economic groups to at least the same extent that they 
are religious groups. 

It is not a strange coincidence that America, the land of many 
races, should also be the land of many churches. Our religious life is 
but a reflection of our political character. The anarchy of American 
church life is the direct result, to a large extent, of the anarchy pre- 
vailing in European international life. We gather the representatives 
of a score of countries in a single city and then apologize to the visiting 
European because twenty church associations have grown up where 
there should be but one. Yet Europe, not America, is the mother of 
these children. A brief survey of the list of more than two hundred 
American denominations indicates that a very large proportion are 
national churches brought over by the immigrants, along with other 
native customs and institutions. These churches frequently serve to 
conserve other racial customs and characteristics, particularly language. 
Such, furthermore, is the strength of religious conservatism that they 
usually outlast all the rest of the social heritage of the immigrant 
group and continue as the only remnant saved from the process of 
“Americanization.”” Even churches which have, apparently, been com- 
pletely naturalized retain marks of this racial origin; often they re- 
main strongly racial in character, though the fact is not recognized by 
their adherents. 


Racial Origin of Churches 

The names of many denominations indicate their racial character 
and origin. In the list of American denominations one finds an 
Armenian church, a Russian Orthodox church, Norwegian, Danish, 
Swedish, Icelandic, German and Slovak Lutheran groups, a Polish 
national church, the Welsh Calvinistic Methodist church, the Hungar- 
ian Reformed church and others. It is evident that the strong Lutheran 
bodies are German; the Reformed churches still carry their German 
or Dutch heritage with them; the Protestant Episcopal church is better 
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designated by the term Anglican and Presbyterianism remains beloved 
of the Scotch. The denominational affiliations of persons whose names 
begin with Mac or O’ or Sch can be guessed with considerable accuracy. 

National differences usually operate indirectly, through differences 
in polity, in type of worship and so also of doctrine. National charac- 
ter may be more the result of cultural environment than of heredity 
but it is nevertheless a stubborn and unpliable factor. Its influence 
upon the polity and cult and doctrine of the churches may be noted 
in the connection of Roman Catholicism with the southern races of 
Europe, of Protestantism with the northern, and of orthodoxy with 
the eastern. Each group of nationalities has carried into its religious 
cult its characteristic temperament which finds expression also in its 
political and general cultural life. The social heritage of customs and 
mores has also entered into the religion of each nation and the result 
has been a different type of cult and doctrine in each case. Rome 
brought into the faith of Paul not only the legal mode of thought and 
the organization of the empire but also the disguised polytheism of 
the masses it won for the new faith. The individualism and democratic 
organization of Teuton tribes lies back of much protestant theology 
and polity. A clear recognition of this fact would have saved the 
fathers much laborious searching for proof-texts. 

Next to nationalism and racial character the economic factor has 
probably been most important among social motives in the process of 
Christian distintegration. While on the one hand the history of Chris- 
tianity promptly denied, the fact that in Christ there is neither Jew 
nor Greek, it went on to demonstrate on the other hand that the dis- 
tinctions between bond and free could also be maintained within the 
form of Christianity. There seems to be much truth in Max Weber’s 
thesis that the economic character of a civilization depends largely 
upon its religious character, but the relation is one of interaction. 
Economic forms and classes have influenced the formation of Christian. 
groups and of Christian thought to a pronounced degree. 


Economic Motives 

Back of the strife between Lutherans and Anabaptists, which was 
fought with the weapons of theology, there were unconscious but 
potent economic factors. Back of the rise of Methodism there was not 
only the evangelistic fervor of Wesley but also the economic cleavage 
between classes in Anglicanism. Back of the present day movements 
toward popular forms of Christianity, as in the Pentecostal groups, lies 
the economic class division of Christians. 

’ The classes of the poor and the uncultured have always been the 
cradles of religions and of churches. Only among them, apparently, 
is religion to be found in its naive and native force. What was true 
in Palestine and Corinth remained true in Germany and England. In 
the course of time—partly it may be because of the influence of reli- 
gion in cultivating habits of thrift and industry—the classes which 
brought forth new forms of faith in the days-of their poverty rose in 
the economic and cultural scale. New classes of new people or new 
classes of the poor came in to take their places and these did not find 
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themselves welcomed or at home in the churches which were once 
the meeting places of the lowly but had become the ecclesiastical estab- 
lishments of the well-to-do and the educated. A new seed-plot had 
been made ready for the cultivation of a new church, which would 
meet the demand of the untutored for a form of religion offering the 
sort of cult and opportunity for emotional rather than intellectual ex- 
pression which alone is adequate for the unschooled. The process can 
be followed frequently in the history of the religious organizations 
of a single locality. Williams’ study of “An American Town’ furnishes 
many interesting side-lights on one such process. 


It would be rash to attempt to classify the denominations of Amer- 
ica by means of an economic scale, yet such a classification suggests 
itself and, on the whole, it would probably represent the actual facts 
of divergence between denominations as accurately as a theological 
classification represents them. 


One economic distinction is of especial importance. The religious 
forms of a group are influenced not only by its economic status but 
also by the general type of occupation of its members. The present 
cleavage in the denominations between fundamentalists and modern- 
ists is apparently due just as much to the transition from an agricul- 
tural to an industrial civilization as to the influence of science and | 
philosophy upon religious thought. The liberal’s emphasis on ethics 
is surely in part a product of modern city and industrial life with 
all the interdependence of human beings this civilization brings with 
it. The fundamentalist’s emphasis on the direct activity of God is 
not without connection with the agriculturalist’s dependence on the 
forces of nature. 


There are many other factors in the culture complex which influ- 
ence the organization of religious groups and the formulation of doe- 
trines of belief. The standard of education which prevails in a certain 
class comes to expression in its church. The connection of poltical 
form with religious thought and organization has often been noted. 
These various influences cut across each other and combine in various 
ways to form the distinctive characteristics of each denomination. Re- 
ilgious thought or experience itself plays its important part, of course, 
but it does not always nor probably very frequently take the leading 
role. On the whole it seems that the other factors—economic, racial 
and cultural—are more potent than theological or religious influences 
in continuing the anarchic condition of church organization. 


The problem of Christian unity is not primarily theological in 
nature; the issue is not that of adjusting conflicting polities. The 
problem is the problem of Christianity; the issue is that between the 
gospel and the world. The churches seeking to preach a gospel which 
recognized no differences of race or economic status, have reproduced 
within themselves those same cleavages which they purport to overcome, 
and they continue to support through their own organization the caste 
system which their pulpits attack. Are not the churches the church’s 
worst enemy ?—Christian Century. 
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That students are interested in the church was rather clearly re- 
vealed at the Evanston Interdenominational Student Conference. But 
it was revealed, with almost equal clarity, that the sort of a church 
which will command the consecrated loyalty of the present student 
generation is an institution considerably different than any now in 
existence. However much the critical declarations of the students 
at Evanston are discounted by those interested in the preservation of 
the ecclesiastical status quo, it reveals a false optimism to under- 
estimate the genuine skepticism of an increasing number of deeply 
religious young people in the possibilities of the Christian Church— 
as at present organized—to carry forward the program of Jesus in 
the world. 


Anyone familiar in an intimate way with the thinking of college 
students will agree, I believe, that not for many student generations 
has there been so much earnest interest in religion as at present. The 
books most popular in college libraries are those which deal with 
science and religion; the topics most frequently discussed at those 
informal forums that feature the life of every dormitory and fraternity 
house are religious; the questions which students, on vacation, dis- 
cuss together and with their understanding adult friends concern the 
problems of religion. 


But it is a striking aspect of this religious interest that, for the 
most part, it does not relate itself to the church. There seems to be 
a conviction that the church is something apart from religion—or, 
at least, that it does not offer much to those honest skeptics who are 
seeking light on fundamental religious matters. 


Evanston attracted one thousand students, representing twenty 
denominations and nearly two hundred colleges and universities, away 
from their Christmas vacation, because Evanston offered an opportunity 
for a frank facing of the facts about the church—both favorable and 
unfavorable. Had the Evanston conference been set up with the dice 
all loaded in advance for the church, it is exceedingly unlikely that 
these representative college students would have made the sacrifices 
necessary to come. 

: But after three days, during which the students aired their cri- 
ticisms and heard from those who are actually trying to work through 
the church, I believe an overwhelming conviction was reached that, 
despite its present shortcomings, the church represents the most read- 
ily available machinery for doing the work of Jesus in the world. To 
some people, doubtless, it is a sign of the decadence of the times that 
any question of that sort should have arisen. The church, by its ad- 
vocates, is very easily taken for granted as God’s most effective equip- 
ment.. The fact is often overlooked that outside the church are vast 
numbers of men and women—equally intelligent—who believe quite 
the opposite.; Students, great numbers: of them, are at the point of 


_ 1.[This Contributed Editorial was written by Stanley High, who pre- 
sided at the Student Conference of which it treats.—Hditor.] 
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choosing with which particular group they will cast their lot. And 
the nonchalant assumptions of many spokesmen for the church are 
hardly sufficient amswer for their inquiries. 


Evanston, therefore, accomplished a service in that it introduced 
a great many of these young people, for the first time, to the case 
work which the church is carrying forward. Students have been in- 
terested in matters of race and industrial relationships and world peace. 
They have not, before, had very adequate opportunity to understand 
how effectively the church can be used for the solution of these prob- 
lems. Evanston piovided them with a considerable amount of laboratory 
data. 


But Evanston indicated, also, that the full success of these various 
uniquely Christian projects was, very often, hampered by the disunity 
and theological divisiveness that exist in the church. From the first 
session to the last, not a single major topic was discussed without 
frequent reference to the obstructive influence of denominationalism. 
No finding of the conference was more heartily indorsed than that ad- 
vocating organic church unity. 


On the question of unity, of course, the students were under no 
misapprehensions. They readily agreed that denominationalism could 
not be done away by any overnight process; it is too deeply a part of 
the overhead church organization of the present. So the proposals 
accepted advocated the comencement of an educational process; of a 
unity of projects among young people in the various denominational 
societies with the eventual end in view of a single great Protestant 
church in the United States. Certainly, if church unity is achieved, 
it will come, not by pressure from those who sit at the top, but rather 
because of the conviction, developed by education, that the purposes 
which unite the churches are more fundamental than those things 
which divide them. 


The final significance of the Evanston conference will be deter- 
mined, to a considerable extent, by the church leaders themselves. 
If the fellowship created at Evanston and the genuine interest in the 
work of the church aroused there are conserved, they will be conserved 
because of the active sympathy of churchmen. Evanston provides, I 
believe, an opportunity which the church can utilize for asserting a 
more effective and direct leadership in the religious life of college stu- 
dents. Whether or not that opportunity will be accepted remains, 
of course, to be seen.—Methodist Review. 


Robbing the Child in the Name of God 

It is in the name of religion that the public schools have been 
almost stript of religous instruction. That is the significant fact at- 
tested by religious leaders, and one of them distributes the blame 
on the three great branches of religious faith represented in the United 
States. It is for them, then, to repair the wrong they have done by 
agreeing on, and putting into effect, some means of giving religious 
instruction to the child, now practically denied him in..many parts 
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of the country. This practical secularization of the schools, says Prof. 
Luther A. Weigle of Yale, chairman of the Commission on Education, 
is an incidental result of the working out, under sectarian conditions, 
of two principles fundamental to American life. The first is the prin- 
ciple of religious freedom, which insures the separation of Church 
and State and guarantees freedom in religous worship. The second is 
“the. principle of public education for citizenship in a democracy which 
lays upon the State itself the duty of securing its own perpetuity and 
shaping its own future by the education of those who, as citizens and 
voters, constitute its sovereigns.” The fulfillment of these principles 
throughout almost 150 years of our national history, says Professor 
Weigle, has brought about, on the one hand, a constant increase of 
emphasis on civic, social and industrial aims in public education, as 
contrasted with religous aims, and, on the other hand, has put the 
public schools at the mercy of minorities with respect to matters of 
religious conviction. The result is the present situation, with the 
public schools almost completely stript of religious elements. Profes- 
sor Weigle makes these assertions in an address delivered at the an- 
nual convention of the Executive Committee of the Federal Council of 
Churches, recently held in Detroit, and quoted in the press. As to the 
responsibility for the condition he portrays, he says: 


“Tt is too often assumed that the blame for this situation rests 
upon the Jew and Roman Catholics. But the fact is that the Jews 
have had practically nothing to do with it. The Roman Catholic 
Church has had a great deal to do in the last half century with the 
exclusion of the Bible from the schools. But the secularization of 
public education has been in large part accomplished before the Cath- 


olic Church in this country was strong enough to raise its protest. 

“Protestant churches must realize that they are quite as much 
to blame for the present situation as the Catholic Church. The fact 
is that adherents of all faiths have been far more concerned to see 
to it that the public schools should not contain any element incon- 
sistent with any of their particular beliefs and practises, than they have 
been concerned to conserve in these schools the great fundamental 
principles of religion and morals upon which they all agree.” 


In this practical exclusion of religion from the public schools, says’ 
Professor Weigle, there is great danger. The situation, he believes, 
will, in time, imperil the future of religion in this country, and, with 
religion, the future of the nation itself. He goes on: 


“For such schools to omit religion is a matter of far more serious 
consequence than for the schools of a generation ago. The older schools 
obviously afforded to children but a fraction of their education; the 
larger, and in many respects the more important, part of education 
was left to the home and community. 


“The principle of the separation of church and State must not 
be so constructed as to render the State a fosterer of non-religion or 
atheism. Yet that is precisely what we are in danger of doing in 
America to-day. 
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“We may expect the public schools to do more in the way of moral 
and religious education than they have been doing. They can take 
steps to offset or wholly avoid the negative suggestion involved in 
the present situation. 


“The most potent religious influence in the life of any school is to 
be found in the moral and religious character of the teacher. The 
public schools of America are not irreligious because their teachers 
are almost everywhere men and women of strong moral character and 
of definite religious conviction, Without the direct teaching of re- 
ligion, these teachers, by the character of their discipline and the 
spirit which they maintain in the life of the schools, have been and 
are of profound influence in determining the character of American 
boys and girls. ; ; 


“Even the religious heterogeneity of our population does not neces- 
sitate the present degree of exclusion of religion from public education. 
It is because we have held our different religious views and practises 
in so jealous divisive and partizan a fashion that the State has been 
obliged to withdraw religion from the curriculum and program of its 
schools.” 


Church and synagog, urges Professor Weigle, should realize that 
they are responsible for a share of the education of American chil- 
dren, and should maintain church schools for the teaching of religion 
that will match up in point of educational efficiency with the public 
schcols. This plan is now under way, and to Professor Weigle 

“It seems clear that the movement is destined to bear permanent 
results, and that ultimately week-day sessions of the church schools 
will be as a general rule granted a reasonable portion of the time 
from the public-school schedules. A demand for time is not the first 
consideration; churches should begin by making sure that they have a 
program and curriculum of sufficient educational value to justify the 
grant of time. 


“We may expect that the churches and synagogs will approach 
one another in mutual understanding and cooperate, more largely and 
more responsibly than they have hitherto done, in a common educa- 
tional purpose and policy. They must cease that overemphasis upon 
differences, to the neglect of their common faith and aspiration; which 
has been responsible for the presnt situation. 

“Let the various religious bodies agree on an educational policy 
with respect to their own teaching work and to the sort of recognition 
that they desire religion to be afforded by and in the public schools. 
Let. them do their share. of the education of children in a way that. 
merits recognition, and a fit measure of recognition is made possible 
and will almost certainly follow.’—Literary Digest. 


(When ordering books, please mention this Magazine.) 
Notrr—Reviews, when not signed, are by the Editor. 


The Church and the Ever-Coming Kingdom of God. 

(A discussion of the evolution of a righteous social order with 
special reference to the mission of the church in the process.) By 
E. E. Everett Kresge, Ph.D. The Macmillan Co., 1922. 316 pages. 


The author believes that we are living in the morning twilight of 
a new age. There will be reconstructions in our social life—in govern- 
ment, in industry, in education, and in religion. The Church should 
be a vital factor in this work of reconstruction. But if the church 
shall assume moral leadership in the new age, there is need of a recon- 
struction of her own program—of. her theology and of her practice. 
The individualistic program of salvation worked out in the individual- 
istic ages of the past cannot meet the requirements of the new age. 
Any one who can read the signs of the times can see that a social 
gospel is demanded in our day. The only scriptural basis from which 
the social gospel can consistently be preached are the ideals and prin- 
ciples which cluster about the prophetic conception of the Kingdom 
of God. This material has been greatly neglected in our study of the 
Bible, and the church must rediscover this Kingdom-conception of 
Jesus and the prophets or else fail in the mission that was entrusted 
to her. 

This book endeavors to show the church’s mission in the difficult 
task assigned to her. While it naturally covers the same ground 
traversed by many others in the last 10 or 15 years, the: author shows 
that he has thoroughly thought through the problems confronting him. 
He takes a very critical position in judging the church’s mistakes and 


sins of omission, in her theology and practice, but while one may dis- 


agree, the writer’s ability and good intention cannot for-a moment be 
questioned. 

Like all advocates of the social gospel he puts the idea of the King- 
dom of God in the very center of Christ’s teaching (the term occurs 111 
times in the three synoptic gospels). This Kingdom was to be estab- 
lished on this earth by the evolution of ethical principles. Its mean- 
ing is a social organization based on righteousness. The fatherhood of 
God and the brotherhood of man-are its ruling principles. God is the 
father of everybody, every individual and every people. Jesus is the 
proclaimer of the coming of this Kingdom. Salvation does not come 
by atonement, understood in the old way. Jesus does not save by his 
death. God’s forgiveness is not grounded on Christ’s substitutionary 
death, but on a moral change of the man. The spirit of the Kingdom 
is that of service, to the point of sacrifice; The individual is of supreme 
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worth, things material are only means:to an end: /Not only the soul 
is to be redeemed, but also the body and its material relations. The 
‘will of God as exemplified in, the life and attitudes of Christ is to be 
oe ‘out in every relation of life. 


This program of Christ was later seriously modified by the church. 
ee with the apostles the church moved into the place of the King- 
dom. According to the author the church came into existence not by 
divine action (the Spirit’s descent), but under the constraint of a bio- 
logical law. Her origin was not more supernatural than the origin of 
our public school -(!). 


Paul, especially, is held responsible for making of Jesus a_super- 
natural saviour instead of the herald of the Kingdom of God on this 
earth. He is the father of Christian theology, and his influence has 
lasted down to our day. Greek philosophy is another factor that ac- 
counts for the development of speculative theology instead of a practi- 
cal application of the gospel to human life. The Roman Catholic 
Church completed the process of identifying the church with the King- 
dom of God and of making her an. end instead of a means to an end. 
The Reformation freed the individual to some extent, but theological 
definitions and intellectual assent continued as of greater worth than 
a reconstruction of life according to Christ’s program; individual salva- 
tion, chiefly from the wrath to come, was sought, social regeneration 
was not even thought of. 


The dogmatic tendency in theology and church was bound to call 
forth a reaction. This reaction set in in the period of intellectual en- 
lightenment (‘“Aufklaerung”’). (The author dates the beginning of 
the critical movement from Schleiermacher, but it was earlier than 
that. Schleiermacher is called the father of modern theology because 
he liberated it from philosophy, not because he introduced the critical 
spirit and method.) The methods of science were applied to the study 
of the Bible, the life of Jesus and of Paul. They have taught us to see 
a human element. in the word of God and have made some of our theo 
Jogical doctrines more flexible. The writer contends for a reconcilia- 
tion between.religion and science. They each have their legitimate | 
functions and one must not interfere with the other, nor must they 
be divorced from each other. The warfare between religion and 
science should cease. Only if the church is willing to make her peace 
with science, and, furthermore, if she will fully adopt the social gospel 
can. she be an adequate instrument for the development of the King- 
dom of God. 


In chapter III the writer deals with the “extensive growth of the 
Kingdom.” He pays particular attention to the evangelization of the 
‘home land. He-tells us that‘:at present the church reaches only 25% 
‘of the people of the country and that, incidentally, -of this 25% only 
one-fifth are regular attendants at service. To get after the 75% 
‘that are outside. the church is the real problem, and Protestantism 
can never perform this task until it consolidates its forces and ceases 
to make denominational growth its chief end. 
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’ In chapter IV the “intensive growth of the Kingdom,” or the prob- 
lems of Christianization, is taken up. Here Kresge deals with the re- 
generation of the “environment” which must accompany individual 
regeneration. The chapter is of extreme length—over 100 pages—and 
here we will state that a better balancing of the subjects treated, an 
avoiding of repetition, a separation of historical matter from the treat- 
ment of present problems would have helped the book very much. 
Nevertheless the social tasks of the church are described with much 
impressiveness and a program-is- mapped: out for her that would not 
very well be more exacting. ; 


Still the author is optimistic as to the future. The worst enemies 
of the church—and the kingdom—he thinks are those who say the 
ideals of the social preachers are beautiful but they are not practicable. 
They can and ought to be realized. Of course under the present capi- 
talistic system it is very doubtful whether they would flourish. It 
ought to be replaced by a cooperative system. The people, as they con- 
trol politics, ought to control industry and all means of production and 
of distribution. This would seem to be equivalent to socialism, but 
the writer never commits himself plainly in that direction. 


We have read the book with absorbing interest. We often disagree 
with the author on theology, but we believe that his presentation of the 
social program of the church shows an unusual grasp of present-day 
problems. 


_ Everlasting Life. A Creed and a Speculation by William W. 
Keen, M.D. J. B. Lippincott Co., 1924. 86 pages. 


This little volume is a noble confession of faith by a former pro- 
fessor of surgery, nearly 90 years old. It is interesting, not only be- 
cause of the author’s advanced age, but also because of the illustra- 
tions drawn from the science of biology. 


Born in 1837 the writer still has‘a vivid recollection of the excite- 
ment he passed through as a child when Miller persuaded so many that 
the second advent of the Lord was close at hand. In his youth he took 
the Bible as a literally inspired book, believing all its statements of 
equal value and authority. Since then he has become free of the bon- 
dage of the letter. He is even an evolutionist, but his faith in God 
behind the evolution, in the divinity of Christ and the reality of the 
atonement are unshaken. His creed is expressed in John 3:16. It is, 
according to him, the most satisfactory explanation of the Christian 
faith and the surest guide to the true, the everlasting life. No other 
creed should be required of any one. Christ had divine nature im- 
parted to him in his prenatal state. He rejects the virgin birth, for 
the usual reasons (Paul and John don’t mention it; Christ is the “Son 
of David,” which he couldn’t be if he was not Joseph’s real son, etc.) ; 
but he has no quarrel with him who believes in the stories in Matthew 
and Luke (chapters 1 and 2). The atonement is a real fact although 
he cannot advance a satisfactory theory; no one should be held to just 
one explanation of it. a tiard 
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In the second part of the book, “A Speculation,” the author allows 
his faney to play on the question how we shall spend our time in 
heaven. He thinks it will be a time of growth in all knowledge, and 
mentions favorite fields of his, such as comparative anatomy, biology, 
physics, etc., where he expects the mind to have a fruitful field of 
development. The book is written in a fresh, simple style. Being a.tay- 
man’s contribution, and a scientist’s, it treats the subject. from a new 
viewpoint, with reverence, and with new light from important fields. 


The God of the Early Christians, by A. C. McGiffert. Charles 
Scribner’s Sons. 1924. 200 pages. 

In this book the writer traces the development of the idea of God 
in the first Christian centuries. It is commonly thought that the prob- 
lem of the first Christians, coming as they did from Judaism, was how 
to harmonize the deity of Christ with Jewish monotheism. According 
to McGiffert it was just the opposite: the real difficulty for them was 
how to preserve monotheism with their faith in the divinity of Christ. 
And still more so was this the case with the Gentile Christians. They 
had experienced redemption through Christ. He had become their 
Saviour, therefore their God. In monotheism they took little interest. 
Just as in the mystery religions the God of the cult became to the 
initiated the one God that counted—although there might be others— 
so the Christian believer accepted Christ as his God. He was only.a 
later development, when the philosophical interest of the theologians 
began to reflect on the requirements of monotheism and the relation 
of Christ to God. 

Jesus, according to McGiffert, in his conception of God went in 
nothing beyond the Jewish idea. He himself was a loyal Jew to the 
last. His God is as austere as the God of the Old Testament. In the 
Synoptics the love of God is never mentioned although in Matthew 
alone God is called father 44 times. Little is said about forgiveness 
in the first three gospels. Jesus’ gospel was not a gospel of forgive- 
ness but of the Kingdom of God. Jesus’ idea of God as the ioving 
Father did not originate with Jesus, it is often found in the Jewish 
literature of the time. In fact, nearly every. word that Jesus spoke 
about God might be duplicated by quotations from Jewish writings. 
“His uniqueness, so far as his teaching goes, lay not in the novelty 
‘of it, but in the insight and the unerring instinct with which he made 
his own the best in the thought of his countrymen.” Jesus was not 
deified by the early Jewish Christians, McGiffert calls attention to the 
fact that Jesus, in the Synoptics, never calls himself the Son of God. 
The only passage.where he does, Matt. 11: 27, McGiffert cannot accept 
as genuine. It seems too closely to resemble John’s language to ’be 
regarded as originally Synoptic. 

It was the apostle Paul who looked upon Jesus as divine. Accorda- 
ing to him he was pre-existent and became incarnate in Jesus Christ. 
Paul had by him become saved, i. e., escaped from the thraldom of the 
flesh by becoming united to the divine spirit. This redemptive experi- 
ence gave him the faith in Christ’s divinity. Race hae By 
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So, then, according to the writer, we owe our faith in Christ’s 
deity to Paul. It may certainly be doubted, we say, that Paul was the 
first one to rise to this faith. Thomas’ word after the resurrection 
is indeed only found in John. But Peter, in the Pentecostal sermon, 
raises him to the right hand of God and calls him Kyrios.. And the 
first Christians worshiped him (“those that call upon His name’’). 
But more important is the question, could the Jesus whom we see in 
the gospels (Synoptic), be anything but divine? He whose authority 
is such aS Was never assumed by any prothet (“but I say unto you”); 
who healed the sick; raised the dead; stilled the tempest: whose body 
was broken for us; who rises from the dead; promises to be with us 

. could he be a religious genius only (of “unerring instinct”), 
or were not John and Paul (and Peter and the early Christians) justified 
in calling him the Son of God, in a unique sense? He is, then, certainly 
considerably more than a loyal Jew who “‘made the best in the thought 
of his countrymen his own.” 

In discussing the faith of the Gentile Christians the writer makes 
a good deal of the idea that they were so impressed with the saving 
quality of Christ that to them he was not only divine but the only 
God they cared about. They had little or no concern with monotheism. 
Even Paul, he says, preached not»God to his converts, but Christ. God 
might be in the background of their thoughts but Christ was in the 
foreground. There may be some truth in that, but nevertheless Christ 
is always represented as the one who reconciles us to God. Paul indeed 
preaches the grace of Christ but also the love of God. Christ is the 
“mediator” between God and man. How then can we imagine that 
the Father was forgotten by the early Christians when the very title 
of Christ, the “Son,” constantly reminded them of him? 

Gnosticism was a movement that greatly influenced the religious - 
thought of the time. Underlying it was the conception of the antagon- 
ism between matter and spirit. Matter was evil; it could not have 
been created by God. The world therefore was made by a _ sub- 
ordinate spirit. In it the spirit is in bondage to the flesh. Christ 
comes in the semblance of the flesh in order to save the spirit. 

Gnosticism was combatted and finally conquered, not, according 
to McGiffert, to save the true humanity of Christ, for the Christians 
cared more for his divinity, but because a creator God was needed. 
Without having created the world and controlling it he would not have 
the power needed for his providential care. 

In the later stages of this era the theologians built up the doctrine 
of the unity of the divine being. The Son was called the Logos, i. e., 
either the inner reason or the outgoing revelation of God. He was 
taught to be pre-existent and having become flesh in the son of the 
virgin. 

McGiffert thinks this wrought a permanent confusion in the Chris- 
tian thought of God because it divides the divine being. Jesus or the 
Logos was also taught to be the creator and judge of the worid. He 
thereby becomes the Father’s double, distinguished from him only in 
name. Better it would have been, he says, if, with the Modalists, the 
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ehurch had seen in the Son of Man the Father himself, i. e., his revealer 
and representative on earth (and not one coexistent with the Father in 
all eternity).- 

The writer does not give his own conception of God but we can 
see he does not believe in a supramundane, immanent trinity. 


His book shows a remarkable familiarity with the writings of the 
early fathers, especially Tertullian and Clement of Alexandria. The 
numerous and extended quotations from these sources are very inter- 
esting. His special thesis (as explained above) does not seem to us 
to be convincingly proved. 


Christianity and Liberalism, by J. Gresham Machen, Assistant 
Professor of New Testament literature and exegesis in Princeton Theo- 
logical Seminary. The Macmillan Co., 1928. 188 pages. 


If one is'to measure the strength of a movement by the literary 
output it produces, liberal theology seems to hold the center of the 
stage. At any rate most of the writers that have of late given their 
views of the Christian religion belong to the liberal school. It seems 
as though the intellectual leaders of the times have a natural tendency 
to deviate from the path of orthodoxy. The situation is similar to 
the period in Germany when Ritschlianism was in the ascendaney. 
Nearly all professors and writers of special ability ranged themselves 
on the side of the great Goettingen theologian. The Prussian minister 
of education (“Kultusminister”) was credited with saying he would 
be glad to fill a vacancy. with an able ‘positive’ professor if there 
only were such. 


Nevertheless when we think of the rank and file of the pastors 
in the actual ministry and the people in the pews, an overwhelming 
majority still holds to the faith as ‘once delivered to the saints.”” They 
will be glad to read a book like the one before us,. written by Pro- 
fessor Machen of Princeton, a staunch defender of the unadulterated 
gospel of Jesus Christ. 


Machen considers’ it a fallacious position for the Liberals to say 
that Christianity is a life or a way of life, not a doctrine. He claims 
that, of course, Christianity is a life but one founded upon a message, 
the fact of Christ’s coming. This coming was for the purpose of saving 
mankind. As soon as we assign this purpose to his coming, as soon as 
we interpret the central fact of his life, his mission, we formulate a doc- 
trine. It is easy to show that a certain teaching about Christs person 
and work belonged to the very origin of the Christian religion. It is 
still more certain that Paul preached everywhere, and insisted upon cer- 
tain elementary teachings in his gospel presentation and combatted vig- 
orously the perversion of these teachings. And such teaching elements 
are also found in the gospels. 


Modern Liberalism is averse to doctrinal teaching and. preaching. 


The only dogma—if we may so term it—that it knows, is that. of the 
fatherhood of God and the brotherhood of man. Christ’s towering 
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importance lies in the fact that he realized in himself the highest 
degree of God-consciousness. His God is the God of love who embraces 
all humanity with a father’s affection. To know him is to love him, 
and to love him is to love those whom he has created and desires to 
lift to himself. Christ combined in himself this twofold affection in 
a perfect manner. His lofty teaching and inspiring example are to set 
humanity on the same road to religious and moral perfection, i. e., to 
love of God and man, 


This. happy picture of liberal theology Machen shows to be far from 
-what is found in the New Testament. According to it Christ is chiefly 
the greatireligious and ethical teacher. But according to the Bible he 
ig a Saviour. Machen gives this function of the Lord its central place. 
The cross of Christ is to him the climax of his work. He believes in, 
and stresses heavily, the fact of the atonement. Christ is not only 
the teacher of righteousness, or the pioneer of a new type of religious 
life. He is not “the first Christian.” He is the “object” of our faith. 
Only through him we come to the Father. Mankind in general is only 
partaker of the divine fatherhood in so far as he is the creator. 


If Christ were only the prophet revealing God’s nature, how 
would we explain his Messianic consciousness, his sinlessness, his mir- 
acles, his divinity? 

He is more, he is the God-man. And his followers are helped from 
‘sin, not by teaching only, but a spiritual rebirth. Liberalism offers a 
set of Christian principles, it is chiefly ethical; it is “in the imperative 
mood—Christianity is a triumphant indicative.” 

_ Machen is so impressed with the irreconcilable antagonism between 
Liberalism and biblical Christianity that to him they represent two 
religions; there can be no peace between them. A complete separation 
of Conservatives and Liberals is the only solution. 


It must be conceded to Machen that on the whole he really repre- 
sents the old time Christian theology. In nearly everything we have 
to record our agreement with his contentions. His orthodoxy, though, 
is too rigid. It is well enough to underscore the atonement, but it 
is very: possible that our old conception of it needs a new way 
of stating and clarifying it. And the word of God is, to be sure, 
our supreme authority, but Machen’s view of “plenary” inspiration 
Js neither clear nor satisfactory. Then he fails entirely to do 
justice to the social implications of the gospel. All he says in that 
respect is that in social relationships only really Christian personalities 
can bring about a decisive change. According to him then the conver- 
sion of the individual would Christianize the social order. The cap- 
tains of industry would not be greatly disturbed by such a preaching. 
They don’t object to the “saving blood” of Christ. They save their 
‘wrath.for the prophet of righteousness who insists on a recasting of 
society in keeping with the ideals of heralds of the Kingdom of God. 
Jesus as a prophet of righteousness has, therefore, a great mission for 
this age. of reconstruction, although Christ, the Saviour, is by no means 
out of date. 
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Finally, we can not approve of the drastic methods, advocated by 
the writer, to cast out the Liberals or to leave them to their own de- 
vices. We should rather tolerate them to a certain extent and be 
hopeful that time and circumstance may teach them the onesidedness 
of their preaching, while at the same time we should not be unwilling 
to learn from them all that they can give us of new viewpoints and 
wider applications of the gospel of Jesus Christ. 


Religion and the Mind of Teday, by Joseph Alexander Leigh- 
ton. D, Appleton and Co., New York, 1924. 372 pages. 

The author of this book, professor of philosophy in Ohio State 
University, holds “that Jesus Christ and the spiritual motives and 
standards emanating from him embody the high-water mark of ethical 
and religious insight thus far.”” Nevertheless he is convinced that there 
is an urgent necessity of a religious reformation. Our new civilization 
will have a religion but it must be one which unites the exalted spiritual 
principles of the founder of Christianity with the scientific spirit. The 
Protestant Reformation was a work half-done because the Reformers 
had not imbibed the spirit of the new science. Their antiquated cos- 
mologies, theologies, psychologies, ethics, and doctrines of salvation 
built up around the sublime human figure of the prophet of Nazareth 
cannot be harmonized with modern science. 

The world cannot get along with morals only, it needs the religious 
faith that the supreme values of life are realized in a supreme reality, 
i. e., in God. It needs also the practical side of religion, namely, rever- 
ence, prayer and obedience. 

The ordinary distinction between natural and revealed religion will 
not hold, according to the writer. All religion is natural because it 
is the natural outcome of man’s struggle towards a higher life, and 
it is all revealed because it is the interplay of the human spirit with 
the deep and mysterious pulse of the Universal Life. : 

Every form of organized religion is the expression of the whole 
social and moral culture of an age. Classical Christianity was the 
supreme expression of the ethical monotheism of the Hebrew prophets 
with Greek philosophy. The time is ripe today for a new synthesis 
of religion with the culture of the age, its science and its social aspira-— 
tions. Every religion implies a philosophy, a metaphysics, a doctrine 
of the Kosmos, for religion presupposes that the life-values which it. 
makes central and supreme, are grounded in the ultimate nature of 
Reality. The modern conception of order, unity and continuity in 
nature rules out special divine intervention. The cosmologies and 
anthropologies of prescientific ages cannot be accepted by modern man, 
nor can the inerrancy of the Bible. 

Still man needs ethical help from religious faith. No moral 
power can be drawn from the study or worship of nature to save so- 
ciety. The task of the churches is that of conserving and enforcing the 
Christian mor al values of civilization. Few only find help and consolfa- 
tion in philosophy; for the many a passionate and energetic religious 
conviction is the condition of moral health and vigor. 
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Jesus taught and incarnated, in his deeds and his supreme act 
of sacrifice, what is at once the noblest, the most self-consistent, the 
simplest and the most heroic type of human spiritual life ever revealed 
to man. Jesus is the herald and prophet of the Kingdom of God, an 
eternal order of spiritual persons. This order is to be realized by the 
inspiring influence of his own redeeming love, propagating itself 
through those who have received the spirit of Christ. The establish- 
ment of this order is gradual and is destined to become universal. The 
cataclysmic view of a sudden fulfilment of the Kingdom vision is prob- 
ably due to the misunderstanding of the disciples. 


The author has a wholly non-miraculous interpretation of Christ’s 
life and work. Christ’s healing miracles, raisings, his supernatural 
birth, bis resurrection and ascension are all only symbols, not actual 
facts. It is the beauty and spiritual authority of Christ’s person and 
work that counts. We have no need of empty tombs with grave 
clothes lying folded; no need to put physical hands into physical 
wounds. The early disciples might clothe their faith in the triumph of 
Christ in physical symbols; we see things in a clearer light. Faith 
in Christ is trust and confidence that the life revealed by Christ is 
the expression of the deepest and most enduring Meaning, Will and 
Purpose of God. 

Thus the author goes on to find for the modern man a solution for 
many deep problems, spirit and Kosmos, matter and spirit, immortality 
and science, religion and social progress. He is deeply religious, rever- 
ent and thoroughly modern. 

His view of a non-miraculous Christ and Christianity we consider 
absolutely unsatisfactory and impossible. Christ, the religious genius, 
is not the Christ of the New Testament, is not the Saviour of man; 
but the writer’s insistence that science alone cannot satisfy man, that 
the supreme value can only be guaranteed and realized by him who 
has the mind of Christ, is heartening. Besides, the way he does it 
should compel the attention even of the outsider and will be a mental 
and moral stimulus to every intelligent reader. 


Life of O. S. Marden, by Marg. Connolly. 1926. 


Dr. Marden, the editor of Success magazine, died nearly two years 
ago. The recently published Life of Orison Swett Marden, by Margaret 
Connolly (Cromwell, $3.00), is the inspiring story of a man whose 
natural ability was great—though his biographer ought. not to make 
him ridiculous by calling him a “twentieth century materialization of 
Aristotle and Plato”—whose will power was still greater, and whose 
unselfish determination to make everything in him count for the good 
of humanity was supreme. His original capital was poverty and ambi- 
tion. His goal and passion was success. His middle name was Swett. 
Orphaned at seven, he had a hideous boyhood “bound out” to work 
for board and clothes for a remarkable succession of scoundrels who 
starved and beat him. He was stirred by reading Smiles’ “Self-Help.” 
His struggle for an education was continued until he had been gradu- 
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ated from college and from schools of law, medicine and oratory. He 
met Frank Munsey when both were waiters at a summer hotel... He 
became a hotel manager, made money, invested in hotel property, accu- 
mulated a considerable fortune. Meanwhile he wrote a book, the manu: 
script of which was burned in a fire which consumed one of his hotels. 
An extraordinary series of calamities—fires, collapse of the Nebraska 
boom, cyclone, and smallpox—wiped out his hotels and reversed his 
fortunes. Like mountains mirrored in a still lake, his debts were as 
deep as his fortune had been high. Penniless and in debt at forty- 
four, he refused a good salary to manage the Coronado Beach hotel, and 
sat in a back bedroom in a Boston boarding-house putting his soul into 
a book on “Pushing to the Front,’—when he had apparently already 
fallen to the rear. The book succeeded, as everybody knows. It went 
through 250 editions in America, was translated into twenty-five lan- 
guages, sold nearly a million copies in Japanese. Then came the 
founding of the magazine, Success, its quick rise to popularity, its fail- 
~ ure—due according to the biographer—to the adoption of policies con- 
trary to the judgment of the editor, and the founding of the New Suc: 
cess magazine. The story of such a life should be a tonic in the 
blood of any boy or man who sees the desirable goals of life beyond 
a barrier of difficulties, and perhaps equally so to one who sees fife as 
a confused blur without distinct objectives. It is easy and cheap to 
sneer at the professional optimist and the high-voltage go-getter, and 
to call Marden’s ideal of success materialistic. But it wasn’t. Remem- 
ber that the turning point of his life was the place where he refused 
a comfortable salary and devoted himself to writing a book which he 
thought the world needed. Babbit does not do that. I am sending my 
copy of the life to a boy of sixteen and I expect it to do something to 
him.—W. E. Garrison in “Christian Century.” 


Chriftliche Dogmatif von RN. Seeberg. 2. Band. (Lehre von der 
Siinde, bon Chrijtt Perfon und Werk, Mirde, Vollendung.) W, Deidhertfde 
Verlagsbudhandlung. 1925. 640 GS. Geb. Mi. 21.50. 

Sm Hanuarheft dtejes Sahres haben twir den 1. Teil diefes Bandes be- 
{prodjen; wir fiigen jebt einiges Hingu itber den lebten Teil, der von der 
Rirde, Hetlsordnung und Vollendung de3 Reiches Gottes handelt. 

Wir fahen vorher, daB der leitende Gedante diefer Dogmatif die Auf- 
ridjtung der Gottesherridaft ijt, oder des Retches Gottes. Wenn. dieje Biel- 
ftellung auf den erften Blic unfre fogialgeridteten Freunde fehr fympathifcdh 
berithren modjte, fo handelt es fic) fiir S. dabei doch um ettyas gang anderes 
als bei den Gogialtheologen. Das wird fofort flar, toenn er uns fagt, dah 
das Reich Gottes eigentlich in der Summe der CErwahlten beftehe. Seine 
jichtbare Geftalt und fein Hauptmittel gu feiner Herftellung hat e3 in der 
Kirche, obwwohl in der Kirche fich nicht blok Crivabhlte befinden, fordern eine 
Maffe Mitlaufer und Gleichgiiltiger. 

Die Taufe der Crivachjenen gibt die Wiedergeburt, oder, twentt Gtaube 
und alfo aud) Wiedergeburt fchon borher vorhanden twar, fo lakt fie fie new 


erleben. Die Kindertaufe fichert dem Taufling Wnteil an a Sig eee os 


{aft an feiner Rirdhe gu. 
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Das Abendmahl follte Sefu Siingern einen Exrfak feiner lcibliden Ge- 
gentvart geben. Der Glaubige empfangt in demfelben den Gindruc von der 
geijtigen Gegenwart Chrifti. Daz ,in, mit und unter” der lutherifden Wuf- 
faffung [aft man befjer gang fallen. Dod) ijt das Whendmahl nicht blo 
Symbol. Yu einem fuirgen, abgefdlofienen Uft teilt fich dem Genieker dies 
Heil als eine Cinheit mit. 

S. unterlagt e3 ganz gu betonen, dah das _,,finnlide” Beidjen de3 Gafraz 
ment eben durch feine fic) an die Ginne ridtende Natur den Glauben ftartt. 

Bn der Heilsordnung gibt GS. der ,Berufung” eine Oberjtellung. Gie 
fagt alle anbdern Wfte des Heilsivegs in fich. Die Berufung ift die geitliche 
Wusfirhrung des etwigen Gnadenivillens Gottes. Nad) reformierter Weife 
leitet er Geil oder Unbheil des Menfden von Gottes freier Wahl ab. Ex hat 
nidt Die einen erivabhlt, tweil er borausjah, dal; fie glauben twiirden und die 
andern verivorfen, teil er das Gegentetl! vorausfah. Gottes allmacdhtiger 
Wille ijt der Urgrund von allem Gefdehen und allem Wollen des Menjchern. 
Sr erbarmt fich, twefjen er will...“ Das fdeint eine abftofende und un 
ertraglie Lehre gu fein, die auch menj{dlide Freiheit und Verantiwortlicffeit 
aufbebt. Doc halt GS. feft an ihr, freilich bloR fiir das gefdhishtlidghe eben 
der Menfdheit. Olne Siveifel wird e3 im Nenjeits nod) Moalichfeiten geben, 
fiir oder twider Chriftum fich zu entideiden. 

Der SGlaubige dringt zur Heilsgeiwifheit durch, indem er in fich die 
Tendeng findet, das zu wollen, was Gott will, obwohl er von Natur dod) das 
wollte, twas iwidergottlidh tft. An jeiner Ridjtung auf Gott hin merft er, 
dak er trog eintretender Ciinde Gotte3 Kind ijt. Der wahrhaft Glaubige 
gelangt mit Siderheit zur Seliqfeit. UW. ©. ijt diefer bon GS. gegebene Mafy- 
ftab nidjt binreichend. Das Wort Gottes mit feiner VerheiPung miup oft 
den ftarfen und aufrichten, deffen ,Zendeng” oft genug bon Gott abjtrebt, 
wenn auch gu andern Betten auf Gott hin. 

Wud in der C3chatologie geht S. vielfach eigene Wege oder Wege, die 
bon dem GSergebrachten abtweichen. Matitrlich halt er feft daran, dak der Ge- 
genjab von Gut und Bofe im gejchichtliden Leben der Menfdheit nicht iiber- 
founden tvird. Diejer Gegenfak jpibt fich bielmehr immer mehr zu. Die 
gewohnlide Wuffaffung ift die, dab derjelbe in einem perfonliden Antichrift 
feinen Oobhepunft findet. G. glaubt ftatt deffen, dak antichriftlide Machte 
toieder und Iwteder in Organijationen ihren Wusdrucé erhalten. Cin taufend- 
jahriges Reich, two Satan gebunden fwird, und eine doppelte Wiederfunft 
verivirft er. Das Bild bom taufendjahrigen Reich ftellt Rubee und Gamm- 
hing&zeiten dar, die in der Rirchengejchichte fic) je und je tviederholen. Das 
Weltgeridt jdliept die MenfcheitSgejdichte ab. Cine Auferftehuing der Un- 
gerechten wird abgelehnt. 

Die Cwigfeit der Hollenftrafen ijt ein Gedanfe, nicht nur unfaglid 
qrauenhaft, fondern auch vollig giwedlos. Cr laft {ich in fetner Weife tweder 
mit der Liebe Gotte3, nod mit feiner Gerechtigfett veretnigen. Gott als der 
allmadtig Wollende wird jeinen Willen durdchfeben. Die ihn Hier nicht ge- 
fannt oder fic) nicht ihm untertworfen haben, werden dritben eine Gelegen- 
Heit befommen und bon dem Crlofer zur etwigen Vollendung berettet twerden. 
»&o lange e3 ach nur einen, wenn auch noch fo gefeffelten’ und tirfungs- 
lofen Willen in dem Univerfum gabe, hatte der Geift Gottes fein Wollen in 
der Geijtertvelt und fomit den Biweck der Welt nicht durchgefebt. CSomit ift 
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aber aud dic Erlofung durch den Geift Chrijti allen Geijtern vermeint und 
wird an allen die erlofende Wirhing durchgefiihrt werden.” GS. wei, dap 
Diefe Anfiejt in der Schrift feine fefte Balis hat, da fie aljo Gpefulation 
auf Grund von theologifhen Pramiffen (Gottes Wlhmacht, Geredtigtett, Liebe, 
Weisheit) ift. Nedoch hat fie an getvijfen Stelfen Aniniipfungspuntte: 1. Kor. 
15, 28: ,€8 wird ihm (Gott) alles untertan fein — und er wird alles 
in allem fein.” Wehnlich Rom. 11, 32—36: ,,Cr wird jich aller erbarmen,” 
und: ,BVon wm und durch wn und gu ifm find alle Dinge.” Gollte dieje 
Bmwedbeftimmung alles Menjchliden, ,3u ihm,” nicht erretcht werden, ja an 
den meiften inS Gegenteil umjdhlagen? Val. auch Rom. 8, 19—2s. 

Wnodre Helfen fich aus der menfchlicen Cventualitat etviger Hollenftrafe 
feraus dirdh die Wnnahme der Vernichtung der endgitltiq Verharteten. Bez 
DenfallS fcheint uns — mit G. und vielen andern — die traditionelle Wuf- 
faffung von einer nie endenden Pein jo unertraglich, da twir hier lieber mit 
S. foefulieren toollen, alS mit den Orthodoren ungezahlie Mitillionen einer 
in alle Ctwigfeiten fortivahrenden Bein ibergeben. WMtan ftelle fich bor, daz 
wir Grund Hatten, von einem unfrer Lieben angunehmen, dak er unbefehrt 
in Die Cwigteit gegangen jet. ‘Wie jollen tir je iiber dent Gedanfen zu Rube 
fommen, Daf er im abjoluten Ginn verloren fei, obivohl er doch in alle Etvig- 
feit forterijtieren fwerde ? ‘ 

Hiermit jehlieRen tvir mit Ss groker Arbeit ab. Das Studium des 
Werfes ift injofern von bejonderem Qnterejje, als S. bet jedem Wrtifel fich 
uuit Dem CSchrifizengnis jowohl wie mit der traditionellen Wiffaljung aus- 
fiihrlich auseinanderfebt. Getme eigne Wnjicht tft gegeniiber betden imeijt 
eine fritifde. Man mag da oft nicht mit ihm gehen; jedenfalls tire uns 
iiberall WMnlaf gegeben, die eiqne Wuffaffung einer Nachpriifung gu unter- 
3iehen. 

Den 1. Vand von S.3 Dogmatif haben wir im Novemberheft 1924 
(G. 476—479) befproden. Wir tweifen auch auf feine (furze) ,,Ctoit” Fin, 
die wir ebenfalls 7. Bt. angegetat haben. 
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